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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Our suGGESTION last week that the consolidated and revised 
rules might be issued during the Long Vacation was too san- 
guine. Notwithstanding the progress which has been made, 
and the time devoted this week by the committee to the con- 
sideration of the draft, a t deal remains to be done before it 
can be laid before the Rule Committee. The care and consider- 
ation which are being bestowed on the rules will be appreciated 
by the profession. 





A unt as to the contents of the report of the Committee of 
Judges appointed by the Council of Judges to consider the 
existing circuit arrangements was afforded by the Attorney- 
General in the House of Commons on the 9th inst., in answer to 
a _— - mer erncnny He said wry as . Lancashire it was 
hoped that the changes pro t go far to meet the sug- 
gestions which had recently far ie» as to the holding of poe 
in that county. 





Ir witt be remembered that, in commenting on a letter from 
a valued correspondent on the decision of Norru, J., in Re 
Webber (44 WxxEkty Reporter, 489), where that learned judge 
held that where a testator divides his residuary personal estate 
into shares, some of which are settled and others are ye oe 
settlement estate duty on the settled shares has to be paid b 
executor, and that he cannot recover it from the owners o 
settled shares—in other words, that the settlement estate ane 
has to be paid out of the residuary personal estate before the 
division is made—we expressed a strong opinion that it would 
be much fairer that the settlement estate duty should be paid 
out of the settled shares. It ap that the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer is of the same opinion, since on the 9th inst. he 
intimated that he was prepared to accept a clause for insertion 
in the Finance Bill of the present , moved by Mr. Burcusr, 
which provides that (1) the settle ment estate duty leviable 
in respect of a legacy or other aed property settled by the 
will of the deceased shall (unless the will contains an express 
provision to the con ) be payable out of the settled legacy 
or property in exoneration of the rest of the deceased’s estate ; 
| (2) the settlement estate duty leviable in respect of any 
lsuch legacy or property shall be collected upon an account 
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setting forth the particulars of the legacy or property, and 
delivered to the commissioners by the executor within six 
months after the death, or within such further time as the com- 
missioners may allow. 





WE HAVE RECEIVED a letter, too long to print, from “A Re- 
former” relative to the mode of nominating and electing 
members of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, in 
which he says that ‘‘no notice is given to the profession of 
vacancies, and practically no opportunity is afforded to the pro- 
fession to nominate or elect candidates themselves”; and he 
suggests that “if some body of younger members of the pro- 
fession who have the time to deal with such — he to 
originate an agitation for the ose of ensuring full notifica- 
tion of ~nea on the Comal, cod full and free opportunity 
for the nomination of candidates—and, as I think, for a pro- 
vision that no retiring member of the Council, or any member of 
the firm of such retiring member, should be eligible for election 
for an interim of two years—the agitation would, I believe, 
receive very great and warm support from many members of the 
profession who are too much engaged to commence the agitation 
themselves, but who, whilst having no wish to go upon the 
Council, greatly dislike the claim put forward by that body to 
represent the profession without their giving any fair and full 
opportunity to the profession of electing its own representa- 
tives.” Our correspondent does not refer to the fact that for 
many years prior to 1894 the rule he favours prevailed. No 
candidates were nominated by members of the Council. But it 
was found that the practice of canvassing for votes which 
sprang up was attended with considerable disadvantages; and, 
moreover, it was considered that there was no substantial reason 
why members of the Council, alone among members of the 
society, should be debarred from nominating candidates: they 
are, at all events, not less acquainted with the qualifications 
desirable for members of the Council than outside solicitors. The 
system of nomination assumes that the nominators are persons 
on whose judgment the electors who have no acquaintance with 
the candidates are entitled to rely; and why should a body 
poems exceptionally qualified to nominate be excluded 

m being nominators? The reasons appeared to us at the 
time, and still appear to us, to amply justify the change which 
was made in 1894. The important points in the election of 
the Council are, first, to secure that men of position and ability 
who are willing to work in the interests of the profession should 
be elected, and, secondly, that there should not be constant 
changes in the constitution of the Council, Experience in the 
performance of their duties on the part of members and a con- 
tinuity in policy are desirable. We have no fear that the result 
of the altered system of nomination will be to render the Council 
non-representative of the profession. It is only while their 
proceedings meet with the approval of the members generally, 
that it will be any advantage to a candidate to be nominated 
by members of the Council. 





Ir may Be safe as a general rule to say that the court will 
carry into effect the wishes of a testator as expressed in his will, 
but the general rule must be taken subject to considerable quali- 
fications. The expression of a testator’s wishes may be clear 
enough, but if he has offended against technical rules of law 
the court puts the law above his intention, and the disposition 
he has designed will fail. This principle induced Currry, J., 
in Re Thompson (44 W. R. 582) to overrule in two pointe the 
intention expressed in the will before him. A testator gave all 
his property to trustees for division among his children equally, 
the shares of sons to be paid on their re aoe oy A attaining the 
age of twenty-eight years, and the shares of daughters to be 
settled. The will further contained a clause cutting down the 
children’s shares to £1,000 each in the case of sons, and to £500 
in the case of daughters, if any of them should embrace a reli- 
gious life. But the testator omitted to fortify the direction for 

ement of payment till twenty-eight by disposing of the 
income in the interval, and hence the case fell within the prin- 
ciple, stated by Woon, V.C., in Gosling y. Gosling (Johns, p. 272), 


age of twenty-one to enter upon the absolute use and enjoyment 
of the property given to them by a will, notwithstanding 

direction by a testator to the effect that they are not to enjoy it 
till a later age, unless during the interval the property is given 
for the benefit. of another. The principle was acted on in 
Saunders v. Vautier (Or. & Ph. 240), and was affirmed by the 
House of Lords recently in Wharton v. Masterman (43 W. RB, 
449; 1895, A. O. 186). Consequently, the direction in the will 
in Re Thompson for postponement of payment was nugatory, and 
the shares were payable to the sons on attaining twenty-one, 
The testator was equally unfortunate in his attempt to punish 
his children in the event of their taking monastic vows. One 
son, who had attained twenty-five and had been for over a year 
@ novice in a monastery, claimed nevertheless, and claimed suc. 
cessfully, full payment of his share of the testator’s estate, 
Doubtless there are ways in which a testator can so give an 
interest that it shall pass from the legatee on the occurrence 
of a specified event, but he cannot do this by the simple process 
of cutting down a gift which he has in the first instance made 
absolute. This is a condition repugnant to the former gift, and 
the court will, as Currry, J., did in the present case, ignore it. 


—— 





‘‘ CoMBINATION as it now exists, legalized and recognized, is 
a great power.” These words Lord James is reported to have 
used in unveiling recently a monument of the late Mr. JouyT, 
Fretping, for many years secretary of the Bolton Operative 
Cotton Spinners’ Association. Undoubtedly the legal position 
of combination among workmen is a very different thing from 
what it was at the beginning of the century. Then a com- 
bination to raise wages was indictable as a criminal conspiracy, 
and the law had not recognized that the perpetual dispute 
between labour and capital could be carried out upon peaceable 
lines, and that for each party combination was a necessity, 
After successive statutory modifications of the law, it has now 
been enacted by the Trade Union Act, 1871, that the purposes 
of a trade union are not, by reason merely that they are in 
restraint of trade, to be deemed to be unlawful, so as to 
render any member of the union liable to prosecution for con- 
spiracy; and the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 
1875, gives additional protection to combinations in furtherance 
of trade disputes. No agreement by two or more persons to 
do an act in furtherance of a trade dispute is to be indictable 
as a conspiracy if such act committed by one person would 
not be punishable as a crime. But these enactments, while 
distinctly legalizing combination among workmen, by no means 
preclude questions as to the methods by which the purposes of 
the combination are to be effected, and Lord James’ panegyric 
in favour of trade unionism comes singularly enough at a time 
when labour disputes have assumed special prominence in the 
civil courts. In Lyons v. Wilkins (ante, p. 372) the Court of 
Appeal have recently held that peaceable persuasion used by 
one workman to another to leave the master’s employment may 
be associated with the offence of picketing, and so expose the 
workman to be restrained by injunction ; and where picketing 
is not in question, the persuasion may still be attacked as 
malicious. It is designed, so the argument runs, to induce 
injury to another, and then an action lies against the offending 
workman on the principle of Zemperton v. Russell (41 W. R. 55; 
1893, 1 Q. B. 715). The whole question may be expected soon 
to be discussed in the pending judgment of the House of Lords 
in Flood v. Jackson, aa that judgment can hardly fail to have an 
important effect on the future conduct of trade-union disputes. 





THERE ARE several cases which illustrate the rule that when 
different properties, some of which are onerous and some bene- 
ficial, are included in the same devise or bequest, the devisee or 
legatee must take the whole together, and camnot accept what 
is beneficial and refuse the rest. It is otherwise where two 
distinct gifts or legacies have been made by will to the same 
person. He may then disclaim one, and take the other. And 
even where there is apparently a single and undivided gift, the 
will may shew an intention on the part of the testator to allow 





that the court recognizes the right of all persons who attain the 





the legatee an option. But primd facie, as was pointed out by 
Fry, J., in Guthrie v. Walrond (22 Oh. D, 573), the fact that 
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there is only one gift is an indication of an intention that the 
legatee should take either the whole or none at all. So in Re 
Hotchkys (32 Ch. D. 408) it was considered by the Court of 
Appeal that where there was a devise of estates as a whole to a 
tenant for life, some of the estates being subject to charges, it 
was incumbent upon the tenant for life to pay the interest on 
the charges out of the aggregate income of the whole. These 
decisions have been followed recently by Nortn, J., in Frewen 
v. Law Life Assurance Society (ante, p. 621). The tenant for 
life of various estates which had been given as a whole mort- 
gaged them to secure a sum of £12,000, and the mortgagees 
entered into possession. The estates were subject to charges, 
either existing in the life of the testator or created by his will, 
and the rents of some of the estates were insufficient to keep 
down the interest on the charges. The mortgagees of the tenant 
for life accordingly desired to give up possession of the onerous 
parts of the property, while retaining those parts the rental of 
which gave a profit. But Norrn, J., held that they had no such 
right of selection. The testator had given the property as a 
whole, and persons claiming under his gift were not entitled to 
split it up. Hence, at the instance of a remainderman, the 
mortgagees were compelled to keep the entire property. 





UNDER CERTAIN circumstances a confession is the most con- 
clusive evidence that can be given against a person accused of a 
crime ; for in the majority of cases it is extremely unlikely that 
a man will falsely admit having committed an act the conse- 
quences of which to him may be loss of life or liberty. An 
alleged confession, however, which is afterwards disowned by 
the accused needs very satisfactory proof, especially when it is 
said to have been made verbally, for the witness may have mis- 
understood the prisoner, or his memory may be at fault as to 
the exact words used, or he may have mistaken the sense in 
which words were used. In the case of Reg. v. Thompson (41 
W. R. 525; 1893, 2 Q. B. 12), Cavz, J., said: “I always sus 
pect these confessions which are supposed to be the offspring of 
conga and remorse, and which nevertheless are repudiated 

y the prisoner at the trial. It is remarkable that it is of very 
rare occurrence for evidence of a confession to be given when 
the proof of the prisoner’s guilt is otherwise clear and satisfac- 
tory; but when it is not clear and satisfactory the prisoner is 
not unfrequently alleged to have been seized with the desire, 
born of penitence and remorse, to supplement it with a confes- 
sion—a desire which vanishes as soon as he appears in a court 
of justice.” When a confession is satisfactorily proved, the 
cases shew clearly that no corroborating evidence is necessary 
to warranta conviction. It is, however, a fundamental principle 
of our law of evidence that a confession shall be admitted 
only when made freely and voluntarily, and is not admissible 
if made under the influence of either threats or promises. Last 
week a boy of twelve was charged at the North London Police 
Court with stealing plants from a garden. He was said to 
have been seen in the garden with other lads, and the prosecutor 
afterwards met him and accused him of the theft. The boy at 
first denied all knowledge of the matter; but on the prosecutor 
saying, ‘‘If you tell me the truth, I will let you off,” he 
admitted his guilt and was prosecuted. Mr. Horace Ssrrn, 
however, refused to convict on such evidence, and his decision 
was no doubt strictly in accordance with the law on the subject. 





Any cr of material inducement is sufficient to make a con- 
fession inadmissible, even an indirect or merely implied promise. 
One of the commonest inducements dealt with in the cases con- 
sisted in merely saying, “‘ You had better tell us all about it,” 
or words to that effect. It is the duty of the court to ascertain 
Whether or not a confession was voluntary before allowing a 
witness to repeat it. In the case of Reg. v. Thompson (supra) 
Cavz, J., suggested:the following test by which istrates may 
decide the admissibility of an alleged confession : ‘They have to 

» Is it proved affirmatively that the confession was free and 
voluntary, that is, was it preceded by any inducement to make a 
Statement held out by a person in authority? If so, and the 
inducement has not clearly been removed before the 
Statement was made, evidence of the statement is 





‘ 


inadmissible.” The confession when made under the 
influence of any threat or promise is generally said 
to be inadmissible only when made to a person in autho- 
rity, or in the presence of a person in authority who does not 
dissent from the inducement offered. The interpretation of 
‘‘ person in authority” is, however, so wide thut this restriction 
is seldom of practical importance ; for not only are prosecutors, 
constables, gaolers, &c., persons in authority, but it has been 
held that any person assisting in the capture of a prisoner, 
the wife of a constable, the mother-in-law of the prosecutor, 
and even a neighbour of the prosecutor who interested him- 
self in the matter, all came under the same description. Some 
judges, too, have differed from the majority, and have refused 
to admit a confession made to a person of no authority whatever 
(as a fellow servant), if made in consequence of any inducement 
held out by such person. It seems clear, however, that if a 
person with no authority at all persuades an accused person 
that it will be better to confess, and the prisoner in conse- 
quence confesses to a person in authority who knows nothing of 
the inducement, the confession is admissible. 








THERE ARE certainly holesin the Patents, Designs, and Trade- 
marks Acts, 1883 and 1888. A register of trade-marks is to be 
kept at the Patent Office, but no one is directed to keep it. 
Then, again, there is really no provision for the case of a regis- 
tered proprietor changing his, her, or its ownname. If Ameria 
Brown, spinster, registers a trade-mark “Greif” for hat-grips 
and then Senna Mrs, Jonzs, or if a registered Perctvat Keene 
takes the name and arms of Detar, it is quite clear the register 
ought to be altered. As it is no one’s duty to keep it, primd 
facie it is no one’s duty to alter it; but the Patent Office does 
not take technical objections, and its genial comptroller is only 
too ready to assist if he can see his way to do so. Under 
zeetion 92, with the leave of the court, he can alter the mark in 
an unessential particular.. But the mark is just what Mrs. 
Jones doesn’t want to alter, so that won’t do. 1s she, then, “a 
person aggrieved by the omission without sufficient cause of her 
name from the register,” and entitled to relief under section 
90? She is not such an aggrieved person, however aggrieved 
she may feel. Her maiden name is on the register, and there 
has certainly been no “omission without sufficient cause.” 
Still there is one chance left. Has she not become entitled to 
the mark by assignment, transmission, or other operation of 
law under section 87? Primd facie the layman would at once 
say, No. Norru, J., however, in Re New Ormonde Cycle Co.'s 
Trade-mark (reported elsewhere), rather than render the Act 
nugatory, has answered the question in the affirmative. He 
held that under section 78 the comptroller must keep an up- 
to-date register, and, with pardonable ingenuity, the learned 
judge considers that on a change of name there is a title by 
operation of law. Hence, in the case above put, a spinster who 
changes her name on i becomes entitled to her own 
trade-mark by operation oflaw. This, though subtle, is ibly 
correct. Does she not become entitled to it under the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882? It is difficult, however, to see 
where the operation of law, in the ordinary sense, comes in in 
the case of a manor a company. We are not aware whether 
Mr. GuapstTone has yet added any notes to Butler’s Dissertation 
on Personal Identity. If not, we would call his attention to 
the above decision as a valuable authority for the proposition 
that during every successive instant of personal identity a man 
becomes entitled to his own property by operation of law! 





THE RECENT case of Nicol v. Hennessey (44 W. R. 584) 
illustrates one of the inconveniences of owning ships in sixty- 
fourth shares. Each owner has absolute control in respect of 
his share, and, out of court at | no sale can take pe 
without his consent. Under section 8 of the Admiralty Court 
Act, 1861 (2 Vict. c. 10), the court has power to direct the sale 
of a ship, but an application to the court is dilatory and 
expensive. In Nicol vy. Hennessey the managing owner of a ship, 
with the consent of owners re ting thirty-eight sixty- 
fourth shares, entered into a contract to sell her for £1,875. 
The plaintiff, who was owner of two sixty-fourth shares, 
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and whose proportion of the proceeds would be £57, ob- 
jected to the sale on the ground of inadequacy of price; 
but in order, as she said, not to cause unnecessary trouble, 
she offered to sell her shares for £100. Without replying 
to this offer, the managing owner, with the consent of all 
the owners except the plaintiff, transferred the ship, giving 
a bill of sale of the plaintiff's two shares together with an 
indemnity against any action that might be brought in 
respect of them. The plaintiff thereupon claimed from the 
managing owner £100 on an implied contract to purchase the 
shares at that price, and alternatively she claimed damages for 
conversion. Coriins, J., decided in her favour on the first 
claim, on the ground that the defendant by exercising acts of 
ownership over the plaintiff’s shares had come under an implied 
contract to pay for them as on a sale, and he further held that 
the sum of £100, mentioned by the plaintiff and not repudiated 
by the defendant, might be taken to be the price under the 
implied contract. The defendant thus has to pay for taking the 
sale of the ship into his own hands instead of seeking the 
assistance of the Admiralty Division. The very prevalent 
practice of forming single-ship companies, besides its other 
advantages, furnishes a way out of such difficulties, and con- 
fers on the managers, or on the company in general meeting, 
full power of dealing with the ship and binding a minority 
without any recourse to the court, 








THE COMPANIES BILL. 

Tue report of the Board of Trade Committee on the Companies 
Acts has had a very singular result. It commenced by stating 
that, having regard to the constitution of the Committee and the 
large experience of some of its members in the administration of 
company law, the Committee had not thought it necessary to 
examine a large number of witnesses. The Committee availed 
itself freely, however, of the results of previous inquiries, and 
numerous papers containing practical suggestions and criticisms 
were laid before it by various public bodies and by individuals 
specially conversant with the subject. All this mass of material 
is to be found printed in the appendix to the report, and it is 
clear from a perusal of the report that it had been carefully 
considered by the Committee. But the Committee, with great 
prudence, shrank from the task of taking oral testimony. It was 
probably seen that such evidence would do little in the way of 
eliciting facts, and would result in no more than the balancing 
of diverse opinions in matters in which the members of 
the Committee were perfectly competent to come to a con- 
clusion. 

In the absence of oral evidence, but fortified by documentary 
matter and their own extensive knowledge and experience, the 
Committee issued their report and prepared a draft Bill on the 
lines of the report. It has been generally admitted that there 
was much in the Bill which was valuable. The Committee 
approached the subject from a right standpoint. They 
displayed a wholesome dread of interfering unnecessarily 
with company business. The volume of it is enor- 
mous. The unsound or fraudulent practices which are sometimes 
brought to light affect only a slight proportion, and the in- 
terests at stake are too great to permit of any rash inter- 
ference. The Committee were not frightened at the formation 
of companies by means of “dummy” shareholders; they 
rej proposals for double registration and for the official 
supervision of the formation of companies; they declined to 
prohibit mortgages of uncalled capital ; and, with the exception 
of Mr. Justice Vavenan Wit11ams, they would have nothing to 
do with the publication of balance-sheets. The changes they 
did advocate were in some instances clearly beneficial. The 
ascertainment of the minimum subscription on which directors 
may proceed to allotment would check the waste of money in 
companies which are not favourably received by the public. 
The conversion of the first statutory meeting from a useless 
formality into a meeting at which the shareholders may exer- 
cise a real influence on the future of the company would be 

‘valuable. In the interest of the general creditors cer- 
tain of the mortgages and charges peculiar to companies 
ought to be registered; in particular, mortgages of uncalled 





capital, mortgages for securing debentures, and floating 
charges. Sections 25 and 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, have 
caused much doubt and trouble, and the former section no 
little injustice. The Committee recommended their repeal, and 
proposed to preserve so much of them as was useful in a different 
form. The chief error made by the Committee was in the sug. 
gestion as to the contents of prospectuses. A prospectus is 
necessarily limited to three pages, and in this the draftsman can 
give all that can usefully be said about the outlook of the 
company. The proposals of the Committee seem to contemplate 
the compilation of a book. 

The Bill as issued by the Committee was quite ready for dis. 
cussion in the Legislature. It was not, indeed, acceptable to 
the Board of Trade. It did not take with sufficient decision the 
official view, and changes were made in it before it was pre- 
sented to Parliament, notably with respect to the publication of 
balance-sheets. But this was a matter which was for Parlia- 
ment to decide, and the two contending views were already 
sufficiently expressed in the report of the Committee and the 
minority report of Mr. Justice Vavuenan Wittisms. Had there 
been time for the introduction of the Bill in the House of Com- 
mons, it would in the ordinary course have been read a second 
time and been referred to the Grand Committee on Law. As 
matters have turned out, it is unfortunate that this course was 
not adopted. The Committee has had little enough to occupy 
itself with, and no great amount of time would have been 
required to sift the good parts of the Bill from the bad, and 
send it back as a measure acceptable to the commercial com- 
munity and to lawyers. 

But this course was not adopted. The leisure of the House 
of Lords was thought to be more suited to the due consideration 
of the Bill, and there the very thing has happened which the 
Board of Trade Committee stated to be unnecessary. Instead of 
accepting the Bill as the work of experts already fully informed 
as to all the bearings of the matter, and contributing to it such 
discussion as might be expected irom practical legislators, the 
House of Lords referred the Bill to a Select Committee, and the 
Select Committee have embarked on the useless and tedious task 
of taking oral evidence. The futility of this method is 
apparent from the reports of the proceedings. We do not mean 
that no useful suggestions have been made by the witnesses; 
but the greater part of what they have to say merely expresses 
their individual wishes and opinions, and in matters, such as the 
present, which are ripe for discussion in Parliament it is super- 
fluous to collect a multitude of opinions from outside. The 
controversy centres chiefly round the clauses defining the duties 
of directors and requiring the publication of balance-sheets. 
But all the considerations which, so far, have been urged by the 
witnesses would in the natural course have been before the 
House had the discussion of the Bill been proceeded with at 
once. It does not require the apparatus of a Select Committee 
and viva voce evidence to discover that directors shrink from any- 
thing which looks like a stricter definition of their duties ; nor is 
it essential to bring the inspector-general in bankruptcy to say 
that it is very necessary in the interests of the trading com- 
munity that the position of a company’s affairs should be made 
public. It is well known that that is the official view, and the 
question is whether it will commend itself to the practical men 
who it may be hoped will ultimately influence the progress of 
the Bill through Parliament. 

The present inquiry will have the effect of postponing the Bill 
altogether, and it is hardly conceivable that the ultimate result 
will form a better ground for legislation than the House of 
Lords had in the report of the Board of Trade Committee. That 
report has been practically thrown away, and the Select Com- 
mittee are embarked in a roving inquiry which may shew 
diversity of opinions, but which will not assist at arriving at 
definite conclusions. If anything is to be saved of the Bill— 
and it is a pity that the whole of it should be lost—the only 
way is to act on the suggestion made by Lord HerscweEtt, @ 
proceed with such parts of it asare admittedly valuable. These 
are the portions relating to allotment, to the statutory meeting, 
to mortgages and charges, and possibly to audit. No time, too, 
should be lost in repealing section 25 of the Act of 1867, We 
do not want the glaring injustice of another caso such as that of 
Re Monnier (Veuve) et ses Fils (44 W. R. 577). Clause 7, dealing 
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with allotments, requires a return to be made to the registrar 0 
shares issued to be paid for otherwise than in cash; and this, 
with the penalty for default imposed on directors, meets the 
requirements of the case. So an amendment of section 38 
should shew what contracts are really to be named in the pros- 

ectus, and put an end at once to the necessity for, and the doubt 
as to the effect of, the “ waiver clause.” But the provisions of 
clause 14 as to the contents of prospectuses must be struck out, 
and the duties and liabilities of directors can véry well be left 
to the ordinary doctrines of the courts. Upon these lines some- 
thing might perhaps yet be done to reap the fruits of the 
labours of the Board of Trade Committee. From the present 
inquiry before the Select Committee of the House of Lords 
nothing is to be expected. 








THE DOCTRINE OF SUBROGATION IN INSURANCE 
CASES. 


Ir 1s familiar law tuat when a contract of insurance operates, as 
in the case of marine insurance, as a contract of indemnity, the 
insurers, upon payment of the policy, are entitled to step into 
the shoes of the insured and claim the benefit of all remedies 
which the insured had against third parties. “I know of no 
foundation for the right of underwriters,”’ said Lord Carrns, C., 
in Simpson v. Thompson (3 App. Cas. 284), “except the well- 
known principle of law, that where one person has agreed to 
indemnify another, he will, on making good the indemnity, be 
entitled to succeed to all the ways and means by which the 
person indemnified might have protected himself against or re- 
imbursed himself for the loss.’ Hence, where the subject 
matter of the insurance has been lost through the negligence of 
a third party, the insurer, on paying the insurance money, is 
entitled to sue in respect of the negligence, and to recover any 
damages which would have been payable to the insured. 

In Simpson v. Thompson (supra) it had been held by the Court 
of Session that this right of the insurers was not vested in them 
merely by way of subrogation, but was an independent right 
which they could assert on their own account, and quite irre- 
spective of the position of the insured in the matter. The cir- 
cumstances in that case were curious. In 1867 the steamship 
Dunluce Castle was run down and destroyed by the steamship 
Fitzmaurice. Both of them belonged to the same owner, 
Burrext, of Glasgow. Burretz, as owner of the Fitzmaurice, 
admitted his liability, and, claiming the limitation of £8 per ton 
under the Merchant Shipping Acts, paid £3,590 into court, 
leaving it to those who had any claim against him to establish it 
against thatsum. Claims were made against the fund by the 
owners of the cargo on board the Dunluce Castle, and by the 
crew of the ship in respect of their effects lost in the collision. 
Moreover, the underwriters, who had paid Burrett £6,000 
under the insurances on the lost ship, sought to rank as creditors 
against the fund in medio for thatamount. The Court of Session 
supported the claim of the underwriters, on the ground that 
an independent right to recover against Burrett had vested in 
them, a right which under the Merchant Shipping Acts was 
limited to their proportion of the money paid into court. The 
property in the sunk vessel, it was said, p 
Writers upon their paying on the loss, and the right to recover 


entitled to stand in the place of the insured was clearly 
enunciated by Lord Harpwickre, C, in Randal v. Cockran 
(1 Ves. Sen. 98). Letters of reprisal had been granted by the 
Crown against the Spaniards in order that British subjects 
might compensate themselves for losses sustained. The 
commissioners appointed to adjudicate on claims to prizes 
refused to recognize any claim on the part of the insurers, but 
only on the part of the owners, although these had been already 
satisfied for theirloss by the insurers. But the Lord Chancellor 
held that the underwriters had the plainest equity to share in 
the prizes. The person, he said, originally sustaining the loss 
was the owner, but after satisfaction made to him the insurer, and 
anything received by the insured would be held by him as 
trustee for theinsurer. Although, therefore, the commissioners 
had done right in looking to the ownership only, and in refusing 
to be entangled in matters of account between the owners and 
the underwriters, yet in equity the prize fund belonged to the 
underwriters in proportion to the amount paid by them. This 
is equivalent to the established rule that although the insurer 
is subrogated to the rights of the insured, yet he is bound to 
sue in the name of the insured, and has no independent right to 
sue in his own name. 

A leading case in which this right of the insurer to sue in the 
name of the insured was recognized is Mason v. Sainsbury 
(3 Doug. 61). A house insured in the Hand-in-Hand Fire Office 
had been destroyed in the Gorpon riots in 1780, and the office 
paid the loss. Subsequently the office, suing in the name of the 
insurer, brought an action under 1 Geo. 1, c. 5, 8. 6, to recover 
compensation from the hundred. For the hundred it was 
argued that, since the insurer had already been paid, he had 
received satisfaction for his loss, and so had no further right of 
action. But the Court of King’s Bench, presided over by 
Lord MAnsFIELD, rejected this view, holding that the primary 
liability was on the hundred, that the contract of insurance was 
only a contract of indemnity, and that, in deciding the case as 
between the hundred and the insurer, it was exactly the same 
as if the policy moneys had not been paid. ‘‘ The office,” said 
Lord Mansrrerp, ‘paid without suit, not in ease of the 
hundred, and not as co-obligors, but without prejudice. It is, 
to all intents, as if it had not been paid.” Consequently there 
was no bar to recovery by the insurer against the hundred, 
though whatever he recovered would be held by him, upon the 
principle of Randal v. Cockran, in trust for the insurers. 

In Yates v. Whyte (4 Bing. N. OC. 272) these two cases— 
Randal y. Cockran and Mason v. Sainsbury—were treated as con- 
clusively establishing that, in an action by the insured against 
the wrongdoer whose conduct has caused the loss, the wrong- 
doer cannot deduct from the amount of damages to be paid by 
him the amount paid by the insurers in respect of the loss. The 
int, said Park, J., “has been decided ever since the time of 
rd Harpwicke, so much so that it has been laid down in text 
writers, that where the assured who has been indemnified for a 
wrong recovers from the wrongdoer, the insurers may recover 
the amount from the assured. In Randal v. Cockran it was said 
they had the clearest equity to use the name of the assured in 
order to reimburse themselves, and in Mason v. Sainsbury the 


judges were all unanimous; they held, indeed, that the insurers 
assed to the under- | could not sue in their own names, but _ confirmed the 


general doctrine, that the wrongdoer sho be ultimately 


damages for the loss passed also as an incident of the property. | liable, notwithstanding a payment by the insurers.” Otherwise, 


But in the House of 


rds this theory of the right of the under- | #8 Trvpat, 


O.J., in the same case pointed out, the wrongdoer 


writers being an incident of property in the lost ship, and passing | Would pay nothing, and would take all the benefit of a policy of. 


to them by virtue of a transfer effected by operation of law, was | insurance without paying the 


um. U Yates v. Whyte, 


rejected, and Lord Carrs laid down instead the principle | and the cases thus referred to in it, the House of Lords founded 


embodied in the passage quoted above. 
as the underwriters were only entitled to succeed to the rights 


Which the owner of the Dun/uce Castle had against the owner of ' the fault of a third 
the Fitzmaurice, they succeeded under the circumstances to no {covered by the policy. 
and then sues in the name of the insured to recover d 


rights at all. The two ships were in the same ownership, and 


Inasmuch, therefore, | their decision in Simpson v. Thompson (supra). 


So far, then, the law is quite clear. It is assumed that by 
a loss has been sustained which is 
he insurer pays the policy moneys, 


the owner could not in respect of one maintain an action against | from the wrongdoer. But suppose there is a doubt whether 


elf in respect of the other. Thus the decision 


early | the loss is covered by the policy or not, and nevertheless, to 


illustrated the principle that the insurer only recovers by being | avoid dispute with the insured, the insurer pays. Is he still 
subrogated to the rights of the insured, and he is subject to any | subrogated to the rights of the insured against the wrong- 
oer raise the point that the loss is 


disqualification in respect of such rights which is attached to the | doer, or can the 
outside the policy, 


person of the insured. 


if he is successful in this contention 





The general principle that the insurer after payment is! can he resist the claim of the insurer? This question has 
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arisen in the Queensland appeal of King v. Victoria Insurance | 
Co. (44 W. R. 592) decided by the Privy Council seer | 
The Bank of Australasia effected an insurance with the Victoria | 
Insurance Co. on a cargo of wool from Townsville to London. | 
While a part of the wool was on a lighter at Townsville, wait-— 
ing to be placed on board ship, a storm arose, and the lighter was | 
sunk and the wool destroyed or damaged in consequence of the 
breaking loose of certain Government punts which had not 
been properly secured. The bank claimed against the insurance 
company on the policy for a loss of £920. The company paid 
that amount, and took a formal assignment from the bank of | 
all their rights and causes of action against the Government, | 
the bank stipulating that the assignment should not authorize | 
the use of their name in legal proceedings. The insurance 
company thereupon sued the Government for negligence, and 
obtained a judgment for £1,007; but the Government moved 
to set it aside on the grounds that the loss was not within 
the risks covered by the policy, and that the assignment of a 
mere right to recover damages was illegal. The Supreme 
Court of Queensland appear to have allowed the validity of 
the first objection, and to have been of opinion that the in- 
surance company were not liable on the policy; but they held 
that the right to recover damages was well assigned to the 
company, and consequently the judgment was upheld. 

© possibility of assigning a right to recover damages for a | 
tort so as to confer on the assignee power to sue in his own name 
depended on a provision in the Queensland Judicature Act, 
identical with that of section 25 (6) of the English Judicature 
Act, 1873. Its assignability depended, that is, on whether it 
was a “legal chose in action.”” This question, which was decided 
in the affirmative by the Queensland court, is not free from 
difficulty. It has been denied, indeed, that a right to sue in 
tort is a chose in action at all (see Law Quarterly Review, vol. 
9, p. 315), and it has been held that an assignment of rights 
against a tort feasor is absolutely void (Prosser v. Hdmonds, 1 
Y¥. & C, Ex. 481). On the other hand, no such objection was 
taken to the validity of an assignment of a claim for wrongful 
conversion of goods in Cohen y. Mitchell (25 Q. B. D. 262). Upon 
this point the Privy Council preferred not to say anything, 
though they accepted the decision of the Queensland court that 
the assignment gave the insurance company a right to sue in 
their own name, which by mere subrogation they would not 
have had. 

Upon the other point, however, the Privy Council differed 
from the Queensland court, and the question of the right to sue 
in the name of the insurer became simply one of form. The 
subrogation of the insurer to the rights of the insured does not, 
so it is held, depend upon the validity of the claim of the insured 

on the insurer. It is not for the wrongdoer to raise in answer 
to the action by the insurer a dispute which the insurer has not 
chosen to raise against the insured. To the Committee, said 
Lord Hosnovsz, it seemed a very startling proposition to say 
that when insurers and insured had settled a claim of loss 
between themselves, a third party who caused the loss might 
insist on ripping up the settlement and on putting in a plea for 
the insurers which they did not think it right to put in for them- 
selves, and all for the purpose of availing himself of a highly 
technical rule of law which had no bearing on his own wrong- 
ful act. After pointing out that the question of negligence had 
been as fully and fairly tried in the action as it could have been 
in an action by the bank, and that the Government had not been 
in any way prejudiced, Lord Hosnovsz said that the Committee 
rested there judgment on the broad and simple ground that a 
payment honestly made by insurers in consequence of a policy 

by them, and in satisfaction of a claim by the insured, 
was a claim made under the aged which entitled the insurers 
to the remedies available to the insured. Hence the defence of 


su ion of the insurer to the rights of the insured is shewn 
to be independent of the strict liability of the insurer upon the 








is stated that at the trial of Dr. Jameson and his companions the 


It 
Lord Chiet Justice will not alluw the presence of ladies on the bench, as 
the practice of his predecessor in office, the late Lord Coleridge, on 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Vexatious Actions.—The Lord Chancellor, in moving the second 
reading of the Vexatious Actions Bill, said that the difficulty was to 
have some process by which they could stop useless, wanton, and 
mischievous actions, and at the same time not place unnecessary 
obstruction against the bringing of causes where there was really a 
grievance. It was proposed by the Bill that the conduct of a person 
engaging in wanton and vexatious litigation, and not paying the 
necessary costs, should be brought to the attention of the Attorney- 
General, and the Attorney-General might in his discretion apply to 
the High Court, who might then make an order that no process should 
in future be issued in that person’s behalf without leave obtained in 
the High Court for the purpose. While the interests of the public 
and of citizens who had good cause of complaint were sufficiently pro- 
tected by the provisions of the Bill, he thought the time had arrived 
when persons should be protected from groundless and vexatious 
proceedings, and the infliction of the costs attending them. Lord 
HERSCHELL agreed that some measure of this kind was necessary, 
and he was satisfied that, while the Bill gave protection against 
wanton and vexatious actions, it placed no obstruction in the way of 
persons who had real cause of action. The Bill was read a second 
time. 

BILts ADVANCED.—The Land Charges Bill has been read a third 
time in the House of Lords, and the Short Titles Bill has been read 
a third time in the House of Commons. 








REVIEWS. 
LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


A Dicest oF THE Law or LIBEL AND SLANDER, WITH THE 
EVIDENCE, PROCEDURE, PRACTICE, AND PRECEDENTS OF 
PLEADINGS, BOTH IN CIVIL AND CRIMINAL Cases. By W. BLAKE 
OpGers, M.A., LL.D., Q.C. Third Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

When a lawyer desires to consult a text-book on a point of law 
relating to libel or slander, he naturally turns to Mr. Blake Odgers’ 
book, which has for a good many years been regarded as a standard 
treatise on the subject. The work has now reached a third edition. 
The second edition was published in 1887, since which time there 
have been several very important statutes enacted, and a large 
number of cases reported relating to this branch of thelaw. The 
general arrangement of the work is unchanged in this edition. The 
repeal of the Acts of Scandalum Magnatum has allowed one chapter 
to be entirely omitted, and the Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1588, 
has allowed the subject of libels in newspapers to be fully treated of 
under the head of Privileged Reports. 

Mr. Odgers introduces us to a new expression, namely, ‘‘ trade 
libel,” which he uses to include all statements which do not attack a 
man’s moral character or affect his reputation, but which injure his 
business by disparaging his goods either as to their quality or by 
stating that they infringe some patent, or in some other similar 
manner. These trade libels have been frequently before the courts 
of late years; the subject is well treated, and fully deserves the space 
given to it in this edition. 

We find also some interesting new matter on the privilege 
attaching to the publication of statements to what the author calls 
‘* domestic tribunals.” He includes under this term the council of a 
profession or trade, the synod or assembly of a religions sect, and 
suchlike committees which have power to settle disputes between 
members of the larger bodies which they represent. Malice in 
vertain special cases, as in giving a servant a character or m 
answering confidential inquiries, is with advantage much more 
fully considered than in the former edition. 

In the appendices will be found some valuable additions to the 
useful collection of precedents, among which may be mentioned the 
forms of statements of claim in actions for libel on goods and trade 
libel. The long summing-up by Lord Coleridge in the case of 
Reg. v. Ramsey and Foote, which was printed verbatim in the appendix 
to the second edition, has now disappeared, and blasphemous libel is 
now 80 little likely to occupy the attention of the practitioner 
that the seventeen pages which this exposition of the law took 
up is better put to some other use. Its place is taken by a most 
interesting ak instructive review of the course of recent legislation 
as to libels in newspapers up to the passing of the Act of 1888, which 
the author describes as “a useful and practical measure for which its 
framer, Lord Glenesk, deserves the thanks of all journalists and the 
congratulations of the public.” 3 

This new edition contains an enormous number of additional 
references to cases, and seems to mention every case on defamation 
reported up to the end of last year. In fact the subject is brought 








well up to date, and the third edition will no doubt maintain, if it 
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does not increase, the high reputation which this book already | residue of her personal estate, [The Lord Justice read the gift, and con- 


enjoys. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


tinued:—] Then she directs her trustees to set apart a sum of Govern- 
ment stock sufficient to produce an annual income of £141. I pausc there, 
and observe that that sum is intended to go toa charity. There is a dis- 
tinct gift of pure personal estate to those charilies. But it is obvious that 
if Kekewich, J.’s, view is correct, inasmuch as that sum might have arisen 


Leading Cases in Modern Equity. By (the late) THomas BReErT, 
; : 43 . | from these mo: if called in and applied for that this 
B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. By JoHn DAVEN pads pat nortgages, 1d to that extent have failed. Te eens 


port RoGERS, formerly Stowell Fellow of University College, Oxford, 


and JoHN Marcu Drxon, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


William the Government stock hap 


This gift of £141 cannot be valid or invalid according to the way in which 
pens to be raised by the trustees under their 
option. I do not think that is conceivable. The testatrix has taken care 


Practical Forms of Agreements relating to Sales and Purchases, | to say that nothing but pure personalty shall go to the charities. If the 


learned judge’s view were right, that gift would be invalid, tanto, as 


. . ore 
Enfranchisements and Exchanges, Mortgages and Loans, Letting and much sens clear ooh. [tha kaekd ‘ee to the Wannefend 


Renting, Hiring and Service, Building and Arbitrations, Debtors and 
Revised | } nd made for the benefit of the tenant for life. She is dealing still with 


Creditors, &c. By H. Moorz, Esq. Fourth Edition. 


Hospital.] I cannot suppose that that is in by an investment in 


and Edited by Herrsert Perroctvat, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. pure personalty, and ehe has given the balance of her estate, either by 
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A Preliminary Treatise on Evidence at the Common Law. Part I. 
Development of Trial by Jury. By JAMEs BrapLEY THAYER, Wild 
Professor of Law at Harvard University. Boston: Little, Brown, 
& Co, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re HAMILTON, CADOGAN v. FITZROY—No, 2, 10th July. 


Cuantty—Berquest or Purr Personatty—TeEnant FoR Lire—Power To 
Trusrezs To Invest 1y Reat SeEcurnitrzrs—INvESTMENT ON MorTGAGE 
or LAND AFTER Dratu or TEsTATRIX. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., who had held that 
a gift by will to certain charities was invalid, pro tanto, by reason of the 
trustees having exercised their option to invest part of the property in 
mortgages of real estate. Harriet Hamilton, by her will, made in 1866, 
appointed her danghter Harriet Faulconer Hamilton and one George 
Woodcock executors and trusiees, and devised her real estate (subject to 
certain payments thereout) to them upon trust for Miss Hamilton for her 
life, and then for Woodcock in fee. All such parts of her personalty as 
could not by law be devoted to charitable purposes were given upon trust 
for Miss Hamilton for life, and then for Woodcock absolutely. The 
testatrix next bequeathed ‘‘all the residue of my personal estate not here- 
inbefore disposed of ’’ to her trustees upon trust to call in, sell, and con- 
vert into money, and to invest the net proceeds in Government or real 
securities or in such other securities as they should think fit, and to pay 
the income to Miss Hamiltcn for life for her separate use, and after her 
death should make certain payments out of the capital, and subject 
thereto should raise a sum of Government stock sufficient to produce, 
clear of all deductions, the annual income of £141, which was to be applied 
as a fund to provide scholarships for the pupils of the Royal School for 
Naval and Marine Officers’ Daughters; secondly, should invest a sum 
of £3,000 for the benefit of the Warneford Hospital, Leamington; 
and, thirdly, should apply all the residue of the personal estate in aug- 
mentation of the fund intended to produce the annual income of £141. 
The testatrix died in 1877. Her whole estate then consisted of pure 
personalty ; but subsequently, in 1878 and in 1880, the trustees, in the 
exercise of their power of investment, invested two sums of £350 and 
£100 on mortgages of real estate. The mortgages were still outstanding. 
Miss Hamilton died in 1895, and the trustees then tuok out an origi- 
nating summons to have it determined whether the charitable gifts failed, 
pro tanto, by reason of the investments in real securities. Kekewich, J., 
held that the bequests were invalid to the extent of the sums so invested, 
and the Royal School for Naval and Marine Officers’ Daughters and the 
Warneford Hospital, respectively, appealed. 
Tue Cover (Lixpiey, Lorgs, and Rieny, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Linvuey, L.J., after stating the facts, said:—Now comes the question 
whether, those investments having been made on mo! of real estate, 
and the mortgages not having been called in, the bequest of the personal 
estate to the charities fails to the extent of those two mortgages. Before 
T look at the exact nature of the will, it appears to me that there are one 
or two principles which must be borne in mind. The first principle I take 
to be this. In determining whether any clause in a will is legal or illegal 
you must look at the will and at the directions in the will, and if all you 


find is a direction which is not invalid in form, but is perfectly valid—if, | and allocated for some one or more purposes charitable, 


for instance, all you find is that the trustees have an option to invest in 
Property which cannot be given to charities—you cannot say that when 
the testatrix dies and the will comes into operation there is anythin 
illegal in the gift. ‘Lhat has been settled in more cases than one, an 


principally in Curtis v. Hutton (14 Ves. 537, 539). Other cases are men- they can thoroug 
r. Tudor’s book on Charitable Trusts (3rd ed., p. 413). Now, | unable personally to tie myself down to any specific scheme, as 


tioned in 


another principle which also must be borne in mind is this. There is objects suprem to 
rather a presumption against the testator leaving to his trustees the years, while others at present undreamt of may be found a oangh 
decision whether the cestwit que trustent are to take or not. That is not the | testator died on the 30th of April, 1895, leaving his said 


augmenting the £141 or otherwise, for the benefit of the charities. Is it 
to be held that because at the death of the tenant for life some of the 
residuary pure personalty was invested on mortgage of real estate those 
gifts cannot take effect? The point is a new one, so far as I know ; 1 
have never heard of exactly this question arising before. Kekewich, J., 
has said, ‘‘ Yes, to the extent to which this personal estate is invested on 
mortgage.”” He proceeds mainly on the authority of In re Corcoran, 
Corcoran v. Riddell (41 W. R. 311). There are passages in North, J.’s, 
judgment in that case which, if not read carefully, are calculated to lead 
to the inference that he would have thought the validity or invalidity of 
such a gift depended not on the provisions of the will, but on the actual 
state of the property. I donot think the learned judge meant that, 
because he was there dealing with a will which did not bequeath pure 
personalty to charity, but directed the trustees to divide pure and impure 
personalty among certain charities as it then stood invested. He had to 
grapple with the will, the terms of which were explicit, and, having gota 
will which, as construed by him, meant this and stated this, ‘‘ You are to 
divide amongst the following charities impure as well as pure personalty,’’ 
he came, of course, to the conclusion that that must fail. I ¢ 
North, J.’s, observations, even those most relied upon by Mr. Carson, 
must be understood with reference to that will. The will there 
did not, as this one does, tell the trustees to apply only pure personal 
estate to charitable purposes ; but said, ‘‘ You are to divide or apply the 
property in the state in which you find it.’”’ That, of course, cannot be 
done. I do not think the learned judge ever intended to go so far, and 
certainly I should not be prepared to go so far, as to say that the question 
whether a charity can take or not depends upon the view with which the 
trustees may have exercised their option of investing on real or other 
securities. Ifthe testatrix had directed them to transfer mortgages to the 
charities, there would have been a difficulty; but that is not what she 
means, and it would not be right to construe the will as containing any 
direction of that kind. She has most carefully framed her will so as to 
direct the trustees to transfer to the charities nothing but pure personalty. 
I think we should be going quite beyond the principles on which the 
authorities have proceeded if we were so to construe them as to hold that 
whether a charity can take or not was to depend on the exercise or non- 
exercise by the trustees of their option. — or option is simply 
& power for the management of the estate, and is not intended in any way 
to deprive the parties of those benefits which the testatrix clearly intended 
to givethem. I think the decision of Kekewich, J., was erroneous. The 
appeal must be allowed, and a declaration made the other way. 

Loprs and Ricry, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Counset, Dibdin; J. W. Baines; T. H. Carson; J. B. H. Benn. 
Soxrcrrors, Bridges, Sawtell, Heywood, $ Co. ; Field, Roscoe § Co., for Field ¢ 
Sons, Leamington ; Warren, Murton, ¢ Miller, for Woodcock $ Co,, Coventry. 
[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re MACDUFF, MACDUFF v. MACDUFF—No. 2, 4th and 5th June. 


Wiutt—Consrrauction—Cuarity — “ Patianturoric’’ Pcrrosr— Brquarst 
ror ** Purposgs CHARITABL®, PHILANTHROPIC, OR . , . "VALIDITY, 


This was an ap from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported ante. p. 316, 
44 W. R. 344). By his will, dated the 24th of July, 1889, the Rev. J. R. 
Macduff, D.D., ‘‘ formerly minister of Sandyford church and parish, Glas- 
gow, but now having my domicile in England,” disposed of his property 
therein stated. The testator also executed a document, dated the 27th 
August, 1889, which was admitted to probate together with the will 
codicils, and of which the material part was as follows: “I, John 
Macduff, will from my estate the entire sum of £10,000 to be appro 


Hite 


- « « « The precise pu or purposes I would to be 
by my daughter, Annie g Macduff, but should she from any cause 
be unable to indicate these, [ leave the elder surviving sons 
brothers, in co-operation with any others in whose wisdom and 
rely, to see my wishes carried into effect. 
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claimant to-day may cease 


EF 


Primary duty of trustees. No doubt a testator might make a will under | heiress at law and sole next of kin, An originating summons was 


which the beneficial interests do depend on the view of the trustees ; but | out by the daughter, the Attorney-General and 
l could not spell out of an option to invest an Pps to say that persons | defendants, asking whether auy bequest of £10,000 to take 
not take at all. Let us | death of the said Annie S. Macduff (who had a life interest in the w 


look at the will to see what the testatrix in this case does say. After dis- | of the testator’s residuary estate) was 


whom the testator intended to be benefited sh 
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posing of her land, and after disposing of her impure personalty, in the | codicils of the said testator for any 
, Stirling, J., held that the gift could not be held to be bad simply by 


Way which I have mentioned, she bequeaths unto the trustees all the 
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reason of the existence of the blank, “charitable, philanthropic, or 
: . .” +: Illingworth v. Cooke (9 Hare. 37), Gill v. Bagshaw (14 W. R. 
1013, L. R. 2 Eq. 746). His lordship held further that the word 
** philanthropic’? was wide enough to comprise purposes which were not 
charitable in the technical sense, and consequently that the trust 
declared by the testator could not be supported. The Attorney-General 


ap 


Court (Lixpizy, Lorgs, and Ricry, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


pizy, L.J., said :—I do not think we shall be any the better of 
considering our judgment in this case. All of us have thought over it 
since the case was first opened, and the conclusion we have arrived at is 
that the judgment of Stirling, J., is right. The case is a difficult one, 
and turns on the construction of the testator’s will. [The lord justice 
read the material parts of the documents admitted to probate, and con- 
tinued :—] Now, the question we have to consider is, What is the effect 
of those clauses in a will? On the one hand it is said that, notwithstand- 
ing the generality of this language, the sum of £10,000 is appropriated 
for general charitable purposes, and, if so, of course a scheme must be 
directed. On the other hand it is said—and the learned judge has taken 
that view—that the language is too general, too uncertain, too vague to 
amount to a charitable bequest and disposition of the sum of £10,000, and 
that the gift therefore fails. Now, without going through the cases which 
have been decided on this subject, it appears to me that the first point to 
consider is this, What is the effect of the language used by the testator ? 
We have here a will which contains the expression, ‘‘ for some one or 
more pu , Charitable, philanthropic, or . . .’’ At first I was 
inclined to think that that blank made the gift too indefinite, but on re- 
considering that question, and on observing a similar blank in the will in 
Re White, White v. White (1893, 2 Ch. 41), I have come to the conclusion 
that the learned judge was right on that point, and that the true con- 
struction is that the £10,000 is to be appropriated and allocated for some 
, charitable or philanthropic. That gets over the first difficulty. 

I am not inclined to dissent from the view taken by the learned judge ; 
on the contrary, I think it is right, having regard to the authorities and 
ially to the blank in the will in White v. White. Having got over 

that difficulty, the question is, What is the meaning of this gift? The 
first point to observe is that there is nothing definite here at all. It is all 
indefinite ; not a gift to some specific institution—there is not a context of 
that kind. There is no context except this, that the £10,000 is to be 
appropriated or allocated to some one or more purposes, charitable or 
philanthropic, with the additional clause that the testator is unable to tie 
himself down to any specific scheme. That is all we have got in dealing 
with these general bequests; bequests framed in general language like 
this without any other context to help one. What has one to get at? In 
order to hold sucha gift to be valid you must get at this—something 
sufficiently definite to guide the court as to the kind of trust it is to 
execute, and the kind of trust which the court will in such a case execute 
must be of the kind technically called a charitable trust. [To shew that 
that was the right principle the learned judge referred to Morice v. The 
Bishop of Durham (10 Ves. 521), James v. Allen (3 Mer. 17), and Ellis v. 
Selby (1 My. & Cr. 286).] Is there, then, in this case such a general 
indication of trusts which the court is called upon to execute that the court 
can see what it istoexecute? That brings us to this question about the mean- 
ing of the words “‘ charitable or philanthropic.’”’ ‘‘ Charitable,” I suppose, 
is used in the popular sense. I do not suppose fora moment that the testator 
intended to use it in the very wide and indefinite sense in which it is used in 
the courts of equity. What, then, is the meaning of “‘ philanthropic ’’ ? 
Obviously, I think, it means something distinct from ‘‘charitable.’”” What 
exactly he does mean by philanthropic is not clear at all. I cannot put any 
definite meaning on that word. I can say is that a ‘‘ philanthropic 
”” must be a purpose which indicates good will to mankind in 
general. Here arises a difficulty which the Attorney-General availed himself 
of with great skill. He says, What philanthropic purpose is there which is 
not. charitable? The word “‘ philanthropic’’ is of such a vague character 
that it is extremely difficult to say. But I think I can suggest indications of 
good will to rich men as distinguished from poor men—not wide, loose 
indications of good will towards mankind—which would not be charitable. 
Iam aware that a trust may be charitable, though it benefits the rich as 
well as the poor, but I doubt very much whether, if it excluded the poor, 
it could be held to be charitable, though even in that case it might be 
philanthropic. I do not know with anything like certainty what is 
meant by the word “‘ charitable’’ in this will, and I do not know at all 
what is meant by “‘ philanthropic.’’ It follows that the trustees might 
spply this £10,000 to purposes which might or might not be charitable in 
technical sense. If that be so, this gift cannot be treated as a 
charitable bequest. Reliance is placed upon the judgment of Lord 
Macnaghten in Commissioners of Income Tar v. Pemsel (1891, A. C. 
531, 583). When we look at that judgment it is plain what Lord 
Macnaghten meant. He took the classification of charities from the 
argument of Sir Samuel Romilly in Morice v. The Bishop of Durham (ubi 
supra). The paseage in Lord Macnaghten’s judgment runs thus: 
* in its legal sense comprises four principal divisions: trusts for 
the relief of poverty ; trusts for the advancement of education ; trusts for 
the advancement of religion ; and trusts for other purposes beneficial to 
the community, not falling under any of the preceding heads.” 
Now, Sir 8. Romilly did not mean, and 1 am quite certain Lord Mac- 
naghten did not mean, to say that everything which was an object 
of public utility must necessarily be a charity. Some may, 
and some may not. That is the true explanation of Kendall v. Granger (5 
Beav. 300), when the language was that the ey | was to be “ applied 
for the relief of domestic distress, assisting indigent but deserving 
individuals, or encouraging undertakings of general utility,” and that was 





held not to be a valid charitable bequest. Lord Langdale, a great authority 
on such questions, came to the conclusion that that was not necessarily a 
charity, and Iam not aware that that decision has ever been overruled, 
Now, what Lord Macnaghten said was simply this: he said that charity 
in its legal sense comprises four principal divisions. No doubt, in deal. 
ing with the fourth head, he leaves out those somewhat significant words 
which shew that Sir S. Romilly saw, as I have no doubt Lord Macnaghten 
also saw, that there might be cases of trusts for purposes beneficial to the 
community whicu yet were not charitable trusts. Afterall, we must fall 
back upon the statute of Elizabeth (43 Eliz. c. 4), and must have regard, 
as Lord Eldon says, to the spirit of that Act. This court has, as I have 
said, taken great liberties with charities, but the number of such liberties 
is always restricted by falling back, or professing to fall back, on the 
statute of Elizabeth. Can we get in this will any direction that the 
£10,000 is to be applied only to uses which this court considers charitable ? 
My answer is, No. I think the learned judge was perfectly right, and 
that the appeal must. be dismissed with costs. 

Lorgs and Riesy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Coun- 
sEL, Sir R. Webster, A.G., and Ingle Joyce; Hadley. Souicrrors, Thomas 
Webster ; Solicitor for the Treasury. 


[Reported by R. C, Mackenzie, Buarrister-at-Law. | 


PATERSON ». GAS LIGHT AND COKE CO.—No. 2, 9th June. 


Gas Suppty—Consumer—ComPpany—REcEIVERS AND MANAGERS—ARREARS— 
Ricut to RervsE Suprty vuntTit Arrears Paipn—Incominc TENANT 
Gasworks Criauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 15), s. 16—Gasworxs 
Ciauses Act AMENDMENT Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 41), s. 11—Gas 
Licut anp Coxe Co.’s Act, 1872 (35 Vicr. c. cxxtm.), s. 18. 


Appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 388). The 
plaintiffs were joint receivers and managers on behalf of mortgage deben- 
ture-holders of Marriage, Neave, & Co. (Limited), corn millers and flour 
dealers, Battersea, the first named being appointed by the trustees for the 
second debenture-holders under the powers contained in their trust deed, 
and entering into possession of the company’s premises on the 7th of 
February, 1896, and carrying on the business until the 17th of February, 
on which date he and the second-named plaintiff were, by an order of the 
court in an action by the first debenture-holders, appointed joint receivers 
and managers of the property and business of the company. Since the 
latter date they had been in possession, and carried on the business. The 
Gas Light and Coke Co. supplied gas to the mills, and threatened to cut 
off the supply under the following circumstances. Marriage, Neave, & 
Co. were indebted to the gas company to the amount of £90 14s. 5d. for 
gas supplied for the quarter ending December, 1895. This amount was 
not paid, and on the 25th of February a final notice was left at the com- 
pany’s office at Battersea requiring payment, and stating that if default 
were made the supply would be cut off. By an oversight the receivers and 
managers had omitted to give notice as incoming tenants to the gas com- 
pany that they required a supply of gas. But on the 26th of February 
Mr, Paterson wrote to the gas company, on behalf of himself and his co- 
receiver, stating that he had been in possession, on behalf of the second 
debenture-holders, since the 7th of February, and, as co-receiver with Mr. 
Stephens under an order of the court, since the 17th of February on be- 
half of the first debenture-holders, on whose behalf he and Mr. Stephens 
were now carrying on the business; that they desired to be supplied with 
gas and to become renters of the gas company from the 7th of February, 
and offering to pay for all gas consumed after that date, but regretting 
that it was not in their power to pay the debt due from Marriage, Neave, 
& Co. (Limited), and asking for the matter to stand over to be dealt with 
by the liquidator. On the 27th of February the defendant company wrote 
to the plaintiff Paterson that the supply of gas would be discontinued 
unless they received payment of the £90 14s. 5d., or a guarantee for the 
payment of the account and for all gas from December, 1895. By arrange- 
ment the defendants, on payment by the plaintiffs, agreed not to cut off 
the gas, and to abide by any order the court might make with regard 
thereto. The plaintiffs on the 5th of March issued a writ, and gave 
notice of motion for an injunction to restrain the gas company from 
cutting off the supply of gas, and on the motion being heard it was 
agreed that the motion should be treated as the trial of the action. By 
section 16 of the Gasworks Clauses Act, 1847, ‘“‘If any person supplied 
with gas by virtue of this or the special Act neglect to pay the 
rent due for the same to the undertakers, the undertakers may stop 
the gas from entering the premises of such person by cutting off the 
service pipe or by such means as the undertakers shall think fit.” 
Section 11 of the Gasworks Olauses Act, 1871, provides that ‘“‘ the 
undertakers shall, upon being required so to do by the owner or occupier 
of any premises, .. . ry and continue to give, a supply of gas to 
such premises, . . . subject to the conditions following. .. - 
Every owner or occupier of premises requiring a supply of gas shall serve 
a notice upon the undertakers at their office, specifyjng the premises in 
respect of which such supply is required, and the day (not being an earlier 
day than a reasonable time after the date of the service of such notice) 
upon which such supply is required to commence, enter into a written 
contract with the undertakers (if required by them so to do) to continue 
to receive and pay fora supply of gas for a period of at least two years, 
&c. . . . Provided always that the undertakers may, after they have 
given a supply of gas for any premises, by notice in writing, require the 
owner or occupier of such premises, within seven days after the date of 
the service of such notice, to give to them security for the payment of all 
moneys which may from time to time become due to them in respect of 
such supply, 3 and if any such owner or occupier fails to comply 
with the terms of such notice, the undertakers may, if they please, 
discontinue to supply gas for such premises so long as such failure 
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continues.”? Section 18 of the Gas Light and Coke Company’s Act, 1872, 
isas follows: “‘ In case any consumer leave the premises where gas was 
supplied to him without paying to the company the rate or meter rent 
due from him, the company shall not require from the next tenant of the 
premises payment of the arrears so left unpaid, unless the incoming 
tenant agreed with the defaulting consumer to pay the arrears, or unless 
the incoming tenant shall continue the trade or business of the outgoing 
tenant, and shall have paid to the owner, lessee, or mortgagee in posses- 
sion, or to the outgoing tenant of such premises, a consideration for so 
doing ; but the company shall, notwithstanding any such arrears, in the 
absence of collusion between the outgoing and incoming tenant, supply 
gas to the incoming tenant as required by this Act, on being req) by 
him soto do.’’ Kekewich, J., held that the receivers and managers were 
new occupiers and as such entitled to a supply of gas. Further, they 
were not liable, under the exception in section 18 of the company’s 

vate Act of 1872, as incoming tenants continuing the business of the 
outgoing tenants, and as having paid consideration to them for so doing. 
The defendant company appealed, and urged that the receivers were in no 
sense incoming tenants or new occupiers, and nothing had happened to 
displace the company’s power to cut off the gas supply. The receiver, 
until a special manager was appointed, was in the same position as the 
official receiver, a person appointed to receive the debtor’s ascets. 
The "7 Ma covered by Re Smith, Ex parte Mason, 41 W. R. 159; 1893, 
1Q. B. 323. 

Tue Covrt (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Ricsy, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Livvtey, L.J., after stating the facts, said :—It is important to observe 
that the £90 14s. 5d. became due from the mill company whilst the deben- 
ture-holders’ security was a floating security. It is also important to bear 
in mind that the gas never was in fact cut off. No new or fresh supply 
was wanted, no pipes had to be laid down, no meter had to be provided. 
What the plaintiffs wanted was simply that the defendants should allow 
gas to come as usual, and not prevent it from so doing. The defendants 
were quite willing to do this if the plaintiffs would pay or undertake to 
pay the £90 14s. 5d. The plaintiffs would not do this. But there was no 
other dispute between the parties. [After referring to several public and 
private Acts of Parliament relating to gas companies, and having merely 


. ageneral bearing on the question, his lordship continued:—] The only 


sections which really govern the question which has to be decided are 
section 16 of the public Act of 1847 and section 18 of the company’s private 
Act of 1872. It is plain from the language of these two sections (1) that 
the gas company is entitled to refuse to supply gas to the mill company 
unless and until the £90 14s. 5d. due from it is paid; (2) that until that 
sum is paid the gas company is entitled to refuse to supply gas to the mill 
at the request of any one unless he is in some better position then the mill 
company—in other words, unless he is entitled under section 18 of the 
special Act, to have gas supplied to the mill without complying with the 
condition which the gas company is entitled to impose on the mill com- 
pany. Are, then, the receivers appointed by the court at the instance of 
the debenture-holders in a better position in this respect than the mill 
company? I am of opinion that they are not. The right of the gas com- 
pany to refuse to supply gas to the mill company unless they paid the 
£90 14s. 5d. had accrued before any receiver was appointed, although the 
notice that such right would be enforced was not given until afterwards. 
The receiver appointed by the trustees on the 6th of February was clearly 
in no better position in this respect than the mill company. The receivers 
appointed by the court on the 17th of February are not technically 
appointed under the terms of the debenture trust deed, and are not in all 
respects in the same position as receivers appointed by the trustees them- 
relves. At the same time the receivers appointed by the court are 
appointed for the benefit of the debenture-holders, and, having regard to 
nature of their security and to the obligation imposed by statute on the 
gas company to continue to supply gas to the mill, it would, in my opinion, be 
very unjust if the debenture-holders could enforce this obligation against 
the gas company without complying with the condition of paying for the 
gas supplied to the mill company whilst the debenture-holders permitted 
the mill company to carry on its business. The plaintiffs, being receivers 
and managers appointed by the court, were lawfully in possession of the 
mill and were entitled (with the leave of the court) to use the name of the 
mill company for any purpose which might be necessary to enable them 
to discharge their duties, The plaintiffs clearly could, by using the 
name of the mill company, require gas to be supplied to the mill 
after their appointment, upon payment of the sum due to the gas 
company for gas supplied to the mill previously to their appoint- 
ment. It was strenuously contended that the plaintiffs could simply 
48 occupiers of the mill have required gas to be supplied to it with- 
out requiring such supply in the name of the mill com , and this view 
was adopted by Kekewich, J. But the term “ occupier’ is ambiguous. 
one sense a caretaker is an occupier, but in another sense his occupation 
is that of some other person. But further, the sections relied upon as 
entitling the plaintiffs to require a supply simply as occupiers contain 
nothing which negatives the right of the gas company to withhold such 
Md until payment of the sum due for gas previously sup- 
to the mill company. The two sets of sections must be 
tead together. The general right of an owner or occupier to 
require a supply is limited by the right of the gas company 
to refuse a supply in ceftain specified cases. We are thus brought 
back to section 18 of the private Act of 1872. This section, although 
per af se ~ in my opinion, no ee to ae a cue as ba 
us, oes not a to ns sim put ion of the 
premises of a defaul olemumen to manage his business For the benefit 
of his creditors and of himself. ‘The statute contemplates and provides for 
&change of possession of a very different nature; and its language is 
quite inappropriate to cover such a case as this, The plaintiffs’ rights as 


receivers and nanagers were merely those of custodians of the mill 
onenes poopeety (edema of the mill company to 
was not the mn of outgoing incoming tenant, nor of vendor and 
purchaser, but that of owner cad ecsstaln; ane) he: salation.-<f the 


plaintiffs to the gas company was same. Sap gene ote pee 
towards the gas company is similar to that of the receiver 
in Smith’s case (ubi supra). Itis true that Smith’s case turned on the 
Gas Actsonly, but section 18 of the private Act, 1872, is not more favour- 
able to the p ae Sen on Oe eee of 1871, which was 
the governing enactment in Smith’s case. the official recei 
possession of the debtor’s business but the learned j 
that he was not entitled to a future supply without the amoun 
due from the debtor for gas 4 before the iver was 
This decision appears to me to have been correct, for the receiver 
was only an “‘ occupier ’’ in the sense of a caretaker. This view of the 
case renders it to consider some subordinate points which 
would only arise if the tiffs were right in their main contention. 
The appeal must be allowed, and judgment must be entered for the 
defendants, with costs here and below. 

Leprs, L.J., said that the decision of the question turned upon section 


e 


16 of the public Act of 1847 and section 18 of the company’s private Act 
of 1872. The company wae in refusing to su; gas to the mill 
company after Christmas, 1895, until the arrears up to C were paid, 


unless the plaintiffs could bring their case within section 18 of the private 
Act. His lordship thought they could not do so. There was no change 
of possession. The plaintiffs were mere custodians or caretakers. Re 
ane (ubi supra) was in point, and in principle was undistinguishable from 
this case. 

Ricsy, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal allowed.— 
Counset, Warrington, Q.C., and Danckwerts ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Kirby. 
Soricrrors, Bedford, Monier- Williams, § Robinson ; Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, 
Samson, § Co. 

[Reported by W. SHattcross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LART, WILKINSON v. BLADES—Chitty J., 8th July. 


PracticE—REPRESENTATION OrnDER—W111i — Constructrion—JUDGMENT— 
Next or Kiy—Next or Kix wits Distinct anp Inpepsnpsent Ricut 
—Perrson not Party To Action, nuT AWARE OF AND BENEFITING BY 
JupGMENT—Errect or JupGMENT—RkEs JupicaTA. 


Summons. The above-named testator, who died in 1853, by his will 
dated in 1852, bequeathed to his daughters the respective annual sums 
therein mentioned, and in case of the marriage of any of his daughters 
directed the investment of a sufficient fund to answer the same by 
interest thereof. And in case any of them died leaving 
principal was to be divided between those children in equal shares. 
the will proceeded as follows: ‘‘If my daughters die not having 
sang tty sunivtag shiktomn,”* Stes pveiiien tex She sant 
among my 8 i i . a i 
the death of a aed daughter wihena teoving children 
of M.S.,a married daughter, without ever having 
construction of the said will came before the court in 
held that it was a necessary implication from other 
the above clause covered such a case, and that M. 8. 
equally among the children of the said testator who survived 
such division was accordingly made. A representation order was 
in the action appointing a representative of the next of kin of the 
testator for the purpose of obtaining the judgment of the court. 
was an application by J. W., as personal tati' 
deceased wife E. W., who was a daughter of the testator and 
without issue, raising the same question of construction as was decided in 
1883, butin reference to E. W.’s share. Neither the cant nor E. W. 
were parties on the former occasion, but they were aware of the 
action and its nature and also of the order when it was made, and took the 
benefit of the order. 

Curry, J.—On this summons the applicant did not offer even to restore 
what he received under the former . I say what he received. It 
was paid on the joint receipt of husband and wife; but, there being no 
separate use, that was a reduction into possession by the husband. At the 
bar, however, hele counsel han oSlunad tp extant, Des so far as I am con- 
cerned that offer becomes immaterial, because it is should 
have to follow, eye ty usual practice of the court, my former 
decision. Now, the applicant and his wife not having been parties to 
that action, were not bound as a person who is 
result of the action. It was suggested before, and on the present occa- 
sion, that 12. W. was one of the next of kin, aad bound through the repre- 
sentation order as to the next of kin; but in my an 
appointing a m to represent a class such as the next of kin does not 
t one of the next of kin who has a distinct and t 
E. W. had as survivor. What could the 
in the circumstances? They could have 
the order. They could, if dissatisfied with the judgment, have 
their own action the next day after, a 
construction on the will; and if that decision had been followed as a prece- 
dent, have t what would practically be an appeal against the first 
decision. That is one course the applicant could have adopted. 


iif 
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would have been to apply to this court the under 
ord 16, r. 11, which was then in force, to wed as defendany nd had 
he done so he would have been made a were 





two courses which he could have adopted for the purpose of bringing the 
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case before the Court of A within a reasonable time after my 
decision. In the Probate Division a party, when a will is in question, has 
a right to intervene, and if he does not intervene he is primé facie bound 
by the result of the litigation, Young v. Holloway (43 W. R. 429; 1895, 
P. 87), and the reasoning upon which that practice has been established 
appears from the judgment of Lord Penzance in Wytcherley v. Andrews 
(19 W. R. 1015, L. R. 2 P. & D. 327, 329). At common law, of course, 
parties to a judgment are bound, but persons claiming under them are 
also bound on the principle qui sentit commodum sentire debet et onus. 
These analogies afford some ground for saying that the applicant in the 
circumstances is bound. But I have not said he was bound by the judg- 
ment. I think he was not. But by his conduct, and by taking the 
money, he has acquiesced, if ever a man could acquiesce. It was said 
that even supposing the applicant had been a party he would not have been 
bound, because the decision was not on the same fund asthat nowin question. 
But this court is bound by the precedent, If it were shewn that there 
was some palpable blunder in the former decision there might have been 
a ground for reconsidering it. Sir G. Jessel, when orders had been made 
in chambers on the footing of a certain construction of a will, would not 
when the case came on hear argument on the question of construction, 
himself bound. Although not technically bound, I think it 
is contrary to good faith and equity that the applicant should raise this 
question now. I therefore dismiss his application, not merely on the 
ground of the former decision, but on the ground that he is a person not 
entitled to come forward and maintain it.—Covunset, Ingle Joyce ; Byrne, 
Q.C., and W. A. Peck; Munns. Soxtcrrors, G. F. Hudson, Matthews § 
Co. ; Dawes § Sons, for Young, Son, § Coles, Hastings; Munns § Longden. 
[Reported by J, F. Water, Barrister-at-Law, | 


&; Re BINNS, LEE v. BINNS—North, J., 9th July. 


Execvror—Retainer—Deposir py TersTatoR with BANK TO SgcURE 
Lecatees’ AccounT—BANKRUPTCY OF LEGATERS—PRooF BY BANK. 


Summons. The testator in this case, prior to his death, deposited 
£2,400 with a bank to secure the amount which might from time to time 
be owing on the partnership account of his two sons. After the testator’s 
death the sons, who were legatees under the will, became bankrupt, owing 
the bank over £8,000. The bank proved in the bankruptcy for the full 
amount owing on the account, and had not yet appropriated the £2,400, 
which it was admitted would be ultimately required to wipe out the debt, 
as the dividends would not be sufficient. 

Norru, J., held that the trustees in bankruptcy of the legatees were 
entitled to the legacies, and that the executors had no right to retain the 
legacies in respect of the £2,400 which would ultimately be payable by 
the testator’s estate, as the claim against the estate was by the bank as 
principal creditor.—Covnsg., Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Scott Fox; Vernon 
Smith, Q.C., and Tanner. Soxicrrors, Steavenson § Couldwell ; Jacques § Co. 


[Reported by R. Sirtem, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Bx parts NEW ORMONDE CYCLE CO. (LIM.)—North, J., 10th July. 


TRADE-MARK—REGISTRATION—CHANGE OF Name—Section 87 or Patent, 
&c., Act, 1883. 


Motion. The company in this case had carried on business under 
another name, but by special resolution had changed it to the above. This 
was an application to rectify the register of trade-marks by inserting the 
name of the company as registered proprietor of a trade-mark which still 
stood in the company’s former name. Cases had occurred in which, 
under similar circumstances, such an alteration had been made, but the 

had never been discussed whether there was power to do so, and 

was desired to have an authoritative decision on the point. Section 87 
of the Patents, Designs, and T'rade-Marks Act, 1883, provides for the case 
** where a person becomes entitled by assignment, transmission, or other 

oflaw, . . the comptroller shall . cause the name 
such person to be entered as proprietor of the trade- 


Noxru, J., held that the alteration could be made under section 87, and 
that on proper application to the comptroller he would no doubt do so.— 
Counsz., Cutler ; Ingle Joyce. Sowtcrrons, R. E. Campbell ; Solicitor to the 
Board of Trade, 

[Reported by R.. 81112, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WOOD, ATTORNEY-GENERAL +. ANDERSON—Romer, J., 14th 
July, 
EscuratT—Eavrrariz Intrenest—Rear Estate Dinecrep To ne Sop unpER 


Wri—Bewericiat Inrenest Ixerrecrvatty Disposen op—Inrestares’ 
Eeratys Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 71), ss. 4,7. 


This was an action brought by the Attorney-General to assert the 
its of the Crown to the proceeds of the sale of certain real estate 

to be sold under the will of Miss E. E. Wood, who died on 
20th of November, 1893, The defendants were the executors of the 
The testatriz, by her will, had devised the real estate in question to 
her executors, and directed that after payment of the expenses of the 
sale the balance remaining in their hands should form part of her general 
estate. The will contained no general residuary devise or 
. The question at issue was whether the part of the balance 
remaining in the hands of the executors aiter the estate had been ad- 


ad 


il 


ministered, which ted the of the sale of the said real 
estate eacheated to Crown under sections 4 and 7 of the Intestates’ 
Fetates Act, 1884. 

Ronzn, J., held that under section 7 there was a beneficial interest in 
the testatriz’s real estate remaining undisposed of under her will. This 








and 
@aimant’s right, age the trustees in the 


being so, section 4 epplied, and the law of escheat took effect on the 
proceeds of sale.—Counsen, Ingle Joyce; Neville, Q.0., and Ribton, 
Soutcrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury; Woodbridge § Sons, for Senior ¢ 
Lambert, Richmond, Surrey. 


[Repcrted by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re HAMPSHIRE LAND CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 9th July, 


Company — Winning Ur — Borrowine Powers — Notice — Commoy 
SEcRETARY. 


This was a summons by one of the liquidators of the Hampshire Land 
Co. (Limited) that it might be determined whether the Portsea Island 
Building Society were entitled to rank as creditors of the Land Oo. for any, 
and if so for what, amount. The Land Co. was incorporated in 189] 
under the Companies Act, 1862, with a capital of £50,000, divided into 
5,000 shares of £10 each, and carried on business as a land company at 
and near Portsmouth. Several directors of the society were also directors 
of the company, and Mr. Wills was secretary both of the society and of 
the company, and the society had offices in the same building with the 
company. The winding up of the company commenced on the 30th of 
January, 1893. At that date the society had advanced about £30,000 to 
the company, and had received in respect of such advance mortgages upon 
properties of the company. The following are the material clauses in the 
articles of association of the company :—‘‘ General Meetings: (38) Seven 
days’ notice at least, specifying the place, the day, and the hour of 
meeting, and in case of special business the general nature of such 
business, shall be given by a circular letter, addressed to each member 
and sent to his address in the company’s register, but the non. 
receipt of such notice by any member shall not invalidate the pro. 
ceedings at any general meeting. ‘Proceedings of Directors: (82) The 
directors may borrow, in the name or otherwise on behalf of the com- 
pany, such sums of money as they may from time to time think ex- 
pedient, either by way of mortgage of the whole or any part of the pro- 
perty of the company, or by bonds, debentures, promissory notes, bills of 
exchange, or other securities. Provided, nevertheless, that the aggregate 
of the principal money so borrowed shall not at any time exceed the 
amount of the paid up capital, unless the borrowing of a larger amount 


shall have been previously authorized by a general meeting, 
in which case the tors may borrow to such an extent as is 
authorized.’? The memorandum of association contained no provisions as 


to borrowing money. The amount borrowed, as aforesaid, exceeded the 
paid-up capital of the company, and there was no trace of any special 
notice having been sent tothe shareholders convening a meeting to pass 8 
resolution authorizing the directors to borrow a sum exceeding the paid- 
up capital, nor was there any minute of any resolution having been passed 
giving such authority to the directors. It appeared, however, that such a 
resolution had in fact been passed, though at a meeting convened bys 
notice not referring to proposed loan in excess of the paid-up capital. The 
question on the summons was whether the loan was or was not wilira 
vires the directors, and whether the society could prove for the whole 
000, 

Varenan Wiis, J., said, in the circumstances of the case, he must 
admit the proof. The case of Royal British Bank v. Turquand (6 Ell. & 
431. 437) shewed that the society had the right to assume that all the 
essentials of internal management had been carried out by the borrowing 
company, but the society was only bound if the law properly imputed toit 
know: of the irregularities which had been committed. His ar 
did not agree with the contention that because Wills was secretary 
both corporations, and was aware of the irregularities, his knowledge 
as secretary of the company was knowledge as secretary of the society. 
In the case of Marseilles Extension Railway Co. (200 W. R. 254, L. R. 7 
Ch. 161) Mellish and James, L.JJ., were of opinion that there might be 
cases where the knowledge of officers common to two companies would not 
bind both com . The line drawn by the lords justices was 
that knowledge acquired by the officers of one company will not be im- 
puted to the other company, unless the common officer of both had some 
duty imposed on him to communicate his knowledge to the other com- 
pany, and had some duty imposed on him by the second company 
receive notice. That was not the case here.—Counssi, Bramwell Davis, 
Q.0., and C. E. E. Jenkins ; Haldane, Q.C., Eve, Q.C., and Macnaghten. 
Soxrcrrors, Munns § Longden ; Learoyd, James, § Mellor. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law. j 





High Court—Queen’s Bench “Division. 
WILMOT v, ALTON—20th June. 


Assionment oy Future Payvmenrs—Banxrvurtcy or Assignorn—TiItLe oF 
Taustex 1x Banxnurtcy—"* Dests’’—Bankrurtoy Act, 1883, 8. 44. 


Action tried by Lord Russell, C.J., without a jury. The facts, #9 
stated in the judgment, were shortly these. Tbe question arose under #8 
interpleader to determine who is entitled to a sum of £318 18%, 
brought into court by the Blackpool Winter Gardens and Pavilion Oo, 
Limited. Tbe claimant (Wilmot) claimed under a charge, dated the 4th 
of July, 1895, given to him by one Mrs, Ruthven (trading as a costumlet 
under the name of May), the defendants, who are denying thé 
bankruptcy of May, On the 
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10th of June, 1895, the bankrupt (Mrs. May) entered into a contract 
with the Blackpool Winter Gardens and Pavilion Co., Limited, to 
“supply designs for a certain ballet, the terms to be £40 per week 
for twelve weeks, commencing the 8th of July, 1895, and wigs as may 
be required for the sum of £3 per week for the same period, you (that is 
Mrs. May) to find all materials and to keep in repair during the run.” 
Mrs. May having entered into this contract gave a charge upon it for 
$150, which is not now material, and being indebted to the present 
daimant in the sum of £330 she gave as collateral security to him a charge 
dated the 4th of July, 1895, in relation to which the question in this case 
arises. ‘This charge was under seal, and it was made between the bank- 
rupt of the one part and the claimant (Wilmot) of the other. It recites 
the ment with the Blackpool Company, and describes it as a con- 
tract C her to supply the company with certain theatrical dresses, and it 
recites the indebtedness of the bankrupt to the vlaimant, and then it goes 
on “to charge to and in favour of the mortgagee all that her beneficial 
right, title, and interest in the said recited agreement of the 10th of 
June, 1895, for securing to the mortgagee the said sum of £330 and 
interest,’’ &c., and the mortgagor constituted the mortgagee as her law- 
ful attorney, and in her name to sue and take such other steps as may be 
necessary to enforce the rights of the mortgagor under the agreement. 
This charge having been given to the claimant on the 4th of July, 1895, 
Mrs. May, the mortgagor, on the 13th of July, 1895, presented a petition ; 
a receiving onder was made, and on the 26th of July she was adjudicated 
bankrupt. Subsequent to the 13th of July, when the act of bankruptcy 
was committed, there became due from the Blackpool oy a A in 
of the supply of dresses under the contract of the 10th of June, 
the sum of £318 18s. These dresses were supplied to the Blackpool Com- 
y before the date of the charge of the 4th of July, but the claimant 
iid not give notice of the fact that the deed of charge had been executed 
until the 6th of August. The Blackpool Company admitted that they 
owed somebody (either the trustee in the jptcy or the claimant 
under the charge) the sum of £318 18s. in respect of the hire payable 
under the contract subsequent to the date to which the title of the trustee 
in the bankruptcy related—namely, the 13th of July, 1895. This sum 
was paid into court, and the question now was which of the two parties, 
the trustee in the bankruptcy, or the claimant under the charge, was 
entitled to such sum. 

Lord Russet1, C.J., after stating the facts, proceeded :—We have to 
consider what is the proper description to be given to the weekly pay- 
ments under the contract of the 10th of June, and whether, in respect 
of such payments, although payable at a future time, they can be 
said to be debts or to assume the form of debts, or whether they are 
weekly payments to be made from time to time, if the contract week by 
week is carried out. The charge now in question does not purport to 
assign the subject matter of the contract of see to the 
Blackpool Company, nor does it purport to assign the contract 
itself. It is merely a charge of the bankrupt’s rights under 
that contract. The question that now arises is which of 
these two claims is to prevail. It is clear that when this charge was 
made on the 4th of July the bankrupt, being then sui juris, could have 
parted with the whole of the property in the things bailed ; this she has 
not done. She could have assigned the contract probably, but that she 
has not done. What she has done is to give a charge on the property to 
receive such sums as she herself would entitled to receive under the 
contract. Again, if the moneys to be paid to her under the hiring 
agreement were debts, it is clear that she had the property in such debts, 
and could assign them; but that is not the case made for the claimant, 
and rightly so, as I think it would be impossible to say that these are 
debts ‘due or growing due’’ within the meaning of the Act. The 
governing word in thet section seems to me to be “‘ debt ’’—not a claim 
which may become a debt, but one which is in fact a debitum in presenti, 
although it may solvendum in futuro. It is clear that the plaintiffs could 
not recover the £40 a week unless Mrs. May performed her contract, and 
if she had failed to perform the contract in amy particular (as in not 
keeping the dresses in repair) she would not have been entitled to the 
£40 per week as a fixed sum, but her claim in such a case would have 
been for damages for breach of contract, which might or might not have 
been represented by £40 per week. I therefore come to the conclusion 
that these are not “‘debts’’ upon the authorities, which I think are clear 
on the point, rd Jones v. Thompson (6 W. R. 443, E. B. & E. 63), 
Ex parte Kemp (22 W. R. 462, L. R. 9Ch. 383), Hall v. Pritchett (26 W. R. 
95,3 Q. B. D. 215), Webs v. Stenton (11 Q. B. D. 518). I come to that 
conclusion on principle also. The claimant did not base his claim on that 
ground, because if these were debts he ought to have given notice of the 
charge, which he did not do until the 6th of August. It was said for the 
Claimant that the 44th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ularly 
sub-head 3 of sub-section 2, helps the claimant, but I think that that 
does not in any way help the claimant. Can the claimant's title be 
Supported on any other ground? After considerable hesitation, I have 
come to the conclusion that the claimant does not make out a title, for 
this reason, that the bankrupt could have disposed of the property in this 
contract, or possibly have assigned the contract itself. She has not done 
tither. What she has done is to give the claimant the right to use her 
name to enforce gine which she would be entitled to receive under 
the contract ; but her right to receive these sums only continued so long 
aa she was swi juris, because the moment she became bankrupt the title 
of the trustee ‘intervened, and it is a contract which is no longer hers— 

@ property comprised in it is no longer hers, and she can have no 
authority to charge it in favour of anyone as against the trustee, or to 

to anybody elses moneys which are not ble to her, and which 
in the event which has happened she has no’ ght whatever to. The 
Moneys in question represent the earnings ng from the hire of 


property, which by relation back became the of the trustee from 
the 13th of July, and the moneys in ques are for the hire of the 
dresses at a period subsequent to the accrual of the title of the trustee. 
She therefore had only authority to charge such payments as she has in 
fact the right to receive, a charge which would have been effective if she 
had continued sui juris, but the moment the bankruptcy occurred her 
right to interfere with the disposition or the control of moneys payable 
under the contract altogether ceased, and at the time she eff this 
charge she had no property in these payments atall. All that she had 
was the expectation of receiving these sums for hiring, provided the 
contract were carried out on both sides; but the moment the bankruptcy 
intervened, at and from that moment has her title to the subject matter of 
the contract ended, so the title to the moneys which arose from that 
property ceased to be hers or under her control or affected by any such 
charge as was here given. I have had some hesitation about this matter 
from the fact that, to my surprise, there is very scant authority on the 
question, but I feel no difficulty in the matter as a question of principle, 
as in ean I think it is governed by Er parte Nicholls (31 W. R. 661, 
22 Ch. D. 782). The claimant therefore fails, and his right is a right to 
prove in the bankruptcy.—CounsgL, Cooper Willis,Q.C., and Hawtin ; 
Bigham, Q.C., H. Reed, Q.C., and Scarlett. Soxicrrons, Henry Reid ; John 
C. Button § Co. 
[Reported by Sir Suzrston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.! 


REG. v. JUSTICES OF LONDON, Ex parte EDMONTON UNION; AND 
REG. v. LEE AND ANOTHER, JUSTICES, Ez parte EDMONTON 
UNION—11th June. 

Poor Law—Pavrgsr  Luvunaric—Serrtement—IRREMovABILITY—APPERAL 
From Orpger or Justices—Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 5), 
ss. 288, 289, 301. 

In this case a rule nisi had been obtained for a writ of certiorari to quash 
an order dated the 26th of October, 1895, and made by two of the 
justices for.the county of London and the Guardians of the Poor of the 


parish of St. Mary, on, adjudging the place of the irremovability of 
@ pauper lunatic, c ble tthe id pi to be Sn the paso 
Tottenham, in the onton Poor Law Union, and the 
Guardians of the Poor of such union to pay to 


Poor of the h of St. Mary, Islington, a certain 
lodging, tenance, care, &c., of the said lunatic, in the asylum for 
the county of London, at Claybury, whither she had been sent by order 
of a magistrate, at the instance of the Guardians of the Poor of 
Edmonton Union. It was asked that the order should be 
ground that the justices had no jurisdiction to make the use 
the order adjudicated a place of irremovability ; (2) the order did not 
direct payment of future maintenance to the treasurer ; 
(3) the lunatic was not sent to the asylum from the Edmonton 
(4) the order was made on an ez parte application of the Guardians of 
the parish of St. Mary, Islington; (5) the lunatic was not in 
exempt from removal from the Edmonton Union. A rule sisi had 
been obtained for a mandamus to the justices of the county of London 
directing them to hear at quarter sessions an appeal by Guardians 
of the Poor of the Edmonton Union against the above order of the 
aforesaid two justices. The order of the 26th of October, 1895, was made 
under the Lunacy Act, 1890, and the grounds upon which it was made 
were that the said lunatic pauper had resided for more than one year 
within the Edmonton Union, and had resided therein in suck manner 
and under such circumstances as to render her irremovable therefrom by 
reason of the provisions of the Poor Removal Act, 1846, and subsequent 
Acts. The magistrates in quarter sessions declined to hear an appeal 
er followed the 


A 
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from this order. 
Tue Court (Cavs and Writs, JJ.) held that the ord 


Nama of comets Se eae tees it purported to make provision for the 
settlemen e 


t of the lunatic and to adj the settlement and to make 
provision for repayment to the of for the expenses which 
they had had to pay. The of Islington, by virtue of sections 288 and 


289, had a right to go to the magistrates to inquire into the settlement of 
the pauper, and the magistrates 
Islington what they had paid and the cost of future maintenance. 
order was subject to appeal (see ogee oy! 301). 
final one, and the magistrates had j ion 
was not subject to certiorari. The rule for certiorari would therefore be 

with costs, and the rule for a mandamus be made 
with costs.—CounsgL, Macmorran, Q.C., and Sinclair Cox ; Channell, Q.0., 
and R, C. Glen. Soxrcrrors, Shelton ; Rexworthy. 

[Reported by E. G. Srruwext, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re J. O.—Q.B.D., 25th June. 
Sorrcrron—CommirraL—APPLicaTIoN FOR RRLBASE. 


solicitor, from H: Prison, where he had already been confined for 
four months, = ts stated it that the said J. 
CO. had taken against him in 1 by the ~~ > 
Law ,» and he was from practice for two years. 1893 
he was consulted by a Mr. the.executor and administrator under 
the will of a Captain to 
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the balance in his own hands. On his being unable to pay over the 
balance the executor applied to the court for an order directing him 
to pay over the said balance, and to deliver up all the documents in his 
ea ye that belonged to the estate. An order to this effect was made 
y the court, whereupon the said J. C. delivered up the documents, 
but was unable to pay the money. He at this time obtained, with the 
intention of paying off his debts, the post of receiver and manager at a 
theatre, at a salary of about £20 a week. He was further possessed of an 
interest in the sale of the theatre, and it was stated that he expected to 
be able to pay off all his debts, including the one to the estate of Captain 
Brady, on the completion of the sale. He was, however, prevented from 
carrying out such plans as, at the instance of the said executor, he was 
committed to prison for contempt, and was thus unable to earn any 
money. Following this a receiving order in bankruptcy was obtained 
him. In support of the application it was urged that the solicitor 
had already been punished safficiently for his offence, and that it was 
now quite impossible, owing to the steps that had been taken against him, 
for him to clear his contempt by the payment of the money he had 
retained. 


Tue Covrr (Cavz and Wits, JJ.) refused the application.—Covunszt, 
Scarlett ; Bonner. Soxtcrrons, Jennings ; W. H. Hudson. 


[Reported by E. G. Srituwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 








THE WORKING OF THE BANKRUPTCY ACT. 


Tux annual report of the Board of Trade on the working of the Bankruptcy 
Act states that the total number of cases of bankruptcy and deeds of 
arrangement in 1895 was 7,858—a decrease of 798 on 1894. The total 
liabilities were £11,397,212—a decrease of £1,985,693; the assets, 
£4,586,015—a decrease of £924,927; and the estimated loss to creditors, 
£8,328,254—a decrease of £1,367,235. The number of failures shews a 
reduction on that of 1894 of about 9 per cent.; the liabilities shew a re- 
duction of nearly 15 per cent. The estimated loss to creditors is the lowest 
since 1890, and shews a reduction of over 23 per cent. as compared with 
1893. 

The liabilities of solicitors are £673,322. These liabilities have risen 
from £383,936 in 1894 to £673,322 in 1895; and as to these the report 
says :—*‘ It is noteworthy that, out of the group of 39 cases, each involv- 
ing liabilities of £20,000 or more, there are five cases of solicitors who are 

le for over half a million of liabilities. Below the limit of 
,000 there were 37 other solicitors i whom receiving orders 
were made, making 42 in all, with liabilities amounting to the enormous 
sum of £645,643. This shows a great increase as compared with the 
ee but the failures of solicitors have been heavy for some years 
yal it be true that private arrangements are only practicable in the 
class of cases where the debtor’s conduct is not open to serious 
objection, it is somewhat significant that while forty-two solicitors, 
with liabilities for £645,643, came under the Bankruptcy Act last year, 
only five, with liabilities for £27,679, wound up their affairs by means of 
deeds of arrangement. In two cases in particular the firms were of high 
standing ; they were not content with the ordinary work of legal practi- 
but carried on banking or money-broking businesses, in the 
course of which they received and lost large sums of money deposited with 
them by their clients. The investigations disclose a deplorable want of 
system on the part of the debtors which was bound to lead to disaster 
sooner or later. A solicitor may, of course, be a competent financier, but 
hie professional training is no preparation for such a career. On the con- 
trary, the bankruptcy records tend to shew that in departing from his 
work he is not unlikely to imperil the interests of both himself 
and his clients. It appears to be a matter for consideration whether some 
= should not be taken to discourage solicitors from eugaging in pur- 
20 alien to their vocation and special qualifications, either by action 
on the of the professional bodies themselves or by legislation for the 
of the classes chiefly affected by breaches of trust, and who, 
mainly women and children, are as a rule unable to safeguard their 

own interests.’’ 

Upon the subject of the costs of bankruptcy edings, the report 
:—** Communications appear occasionally in the public Press as to the 
excessive costs of administering particular estates, and conclusions are 
drawn unfavourable to the system under which such costs can be incurred, 
ee ee ee system by isolated 
cases, it should be borne in mind—first, that there are cases in which a 
ee en eee ee law costs, and cannot be 
a for the fact that his litigati 


i 


§ 


ion has been unsuccessful and 
the costs have absorbed all the available assets; second, that the 
system of official administration can only be judged by the results of cases 
Officially administered, and not ed cases in which the creditors have 
elected their own trustee and ttee of inspection.”’ 
ee le aes ** The decrease in the number and financial 


of farmers during the past five years points to a 
deep and continuous pressure of adverse circumstances affec agricul- 

in accord with other well-known facts 
oe The decrease in the insolvency of the 
, appears to indicate an important 





—_— ——— 





improvement in the conditions under which these trades are carried on, 
On the whole, it appears to be the fact that the annual amount of trading 
insolvency, so far at least as private traders and partnerships are con. 
cerned, is steadily diminishing, and that it has during the last few years 
attained a considerably lower level than at any time during the present 
generation. This is a fact which should not be lost sight of in any review 
of the position of English commerce. It would be a mistake to treat this 
fact as bearing conclusively upon the question of the prosperity of trade 

but it appears to indicate clearly that, so far as the system of credit is 
concerned, trade rests on a sound foundation.’”’ 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Oxper or Covrr. 
Friday, the 10th day of July, 1896, 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Krxewicu (1896—O.—No. 903). 


In re Olympia, Limited. Emily Maud C. Peacock (married woman) y, 
Olympia, Limited, and others. Hatssvry, ©. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Grorcr Wi1180N, solicitor, lately of 16, New Burlington-street, but 
_— 9, Regent-street, London, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
aths. 


Mr. Evetyn Brooxsbank TatTTgRsHAtt, solicitor, has been appointed 
Assistant Registrar of the City of London Court. 


Mr. G. H. Emmorr, M.A., LL.D., barrister, has been appointed to the 
Queen Victoria Chair of Law in the Victoria University, which will be 
vacant as from the lst of October next in consequence of the resignation 
of Professor Edward Jenks, who has been appointed to a readership in 
Fnglish Law at Oxford. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Gainsford Bruce on Saturday unveiled, at Newcastle-on- 
Tyne, a statue erected to the memory of his father, Dr. J. C. Bruce, the 
antiquary. 

A deputation waited upon the Home Secretary last week with refer- 
ence to the question of the payment of common jurors. The Home Secre- 
tary expressed friendly feelings towards the movement so far as the out- 
of-pocket expenses of jurors were concerned, but pointed out that the 
cost would have to be a charge upon the county rates. He said he would 
give the matter his careful consideration during the recess. 


At the County of London Sessions on the 12th inst. Mr. 8. Hallett, 
referring to the approaching retirement of Sir P. H. Edlin, the chairman, 
expressed on behalf of the bar practising in the southern division of the 
county the respect and gratitude they felt for the kindness and courtesy 
he had always shewn them, and their hope that his life would be long 
preserved in the enjoyment of his well-merited leisure after his long ser- 
vices. The learned Chairman replied, thanking the bar for the assistance 
they had given him in the performance of his duties and the courtesy with 
which they had always treated him. 








Satz or Revenstons, &c.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Oranfield held their 
usual mid-monthly sale of reversionary interests, &c., on Thursday last, 
the 16th inst., good prices i The following are some of 
results : Absolute reversion to one-fourth of about £12,000, receivable om 
decease of two lives respectively sixty-two and seventy-five, sold for 
£1,610; reversionary life interest in and reversion to about £1,650, two 
lives aged fifty-three and sixty-five, sold for £900 ; absolute reversion tos 


moiety of 135 Union Bank of London Shares, lives aged fifty-nine and 


sixty-six, sold for £725; moiety of an undivided estate of about £6,900 
invested on mortgage of properties in Melbourne, sold for £1,700; policy 
of assurance for £1,000 in Scottish Equitable Office, life aged fifty-four, 
sold for £400. At their ry ge sale on Wednesday a freehold ground 
rent of £300, with reversion in ninety-seven years, secured upon property 
on the City boundary, realized £9,500, or thirty-one and two-third year 
purchase. 

The Bank of England invite subscriptions for an issue of £500,000 
£2 10s. per cent. Birmingham Corporation Stock at a minimum price of 
issue of £102 per cent. ‘The stock will be secured upon the borough fané 
and rates, the improvement rate, unlimited in amount, and also upon the 
revenues of the gas and water and other estates of the Corporation, & 
will be redeema eee one ae lst July, 1926, This issue will 
applied to paying off at a higher rate of interest and other authorized 
purposes. Tenders will be received up to Tuesday, 21st inst., before 2 
p.m. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReGisTRars 1x ATTEYDANCE ON 





Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Noga. 

20 Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mc. Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. Romen. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. 1 Mr. Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt Ward 

Lavie Farmer 

Carrington Rolt Ward 
Lavie ] Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt 





WanrnInG TO INTENDING Hovusz Purcuasgrs AND Lessges.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary ments thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary En Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.) —[Apvr. ] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Frivay, July 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loatep in CHANCERY. 
Psvemaric (SeL¥-CLosine) Tuse Co, pn ae ae ge 
5, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of ‘their 
Bates, 110, Edmund st, Birmingham 


Sovrn Araican Expire Newspaper, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
$1, to send their names and addresses, and the names and of solicitors, 
to or ae Forbes, 14, Cockspur st. Bircham & Co, 50, Old Broad st,solors to 
the liquidator 


Swisusne & Co, Limitrep—Creditors are required, on or before = Sng ft to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of ther debts or clainis, to Sherwin Holt, 


66, Victoria st. Morse, 4, Fenchurch avenue, solor to the liquidator 
Wuapvcoar Brorners & Co, Limrrep—Credito: uired, on or before Aves 11, to 
send their names and deouien, od paatiediaasel te their Sin cyclin, to Seer Henry 
Whadeoat, 110, Cannon st. Gordon C. Whadcoat, 110, Cannon st, solor to the liquidator 


uired, on or before A 
bts or claims, to Philis 


Ovine wens! Mas" Sick Beyerir Sociery, Black Boy Inn, Oving, Aylesbury, sae 


Watworrs Ravicat Cius ann Instirvrs—140 and 142, Walworth rd, 8.E. July 1 
London Gaszette.—Tusspay, July 14. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Luorep m Cancer. . 

or before Aug 


British West Australian AGEncy, Leg ee myer re 
names addresses, particulars of their a 
Cooke 1, Crosby sq, Bishopsgate st. Jenkins & Co, 134, Fenchurch st, 
eenmmaiaiinies DxVELOPMENT ney re are required, on or 
pam claims, to hichard Bain Stone, 1 Coptiall ct. ae tte dg Ty 
a to the liquidator : 
Eyeuisa Pusuisuixe Co, Lua at Ward, 1 presented July penn —y =r to be 
on Wednesday, July 2. Mackrall & Wi 1, Walbrook, H.C;, solos damm 
Notice of appearing must reach Inter than ai o'clock in the after- 
noon of July 21 


MELBOURNE yay anp Distittery, Lomrro—Petn for prsvented Saly 
11, directed to be heard on July 22. Deacon & Co, 9, Gt GiB Helens, solors for 


petar. Notice must reach the above named not later than six o’clock in 
ne Be ly 21 
Trent Brewery Co, Luurep (1 Loennanan) Cota on oc betern Aas 
15, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their or claims, to F. 


Woolley, 71, King st, 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Curistian Fuxp on Friznpiy Society, Wesleyan Schoolroom, Terrington St. Clement, 
Norfolk. July 8 
Espessounne Workine Men’s Co-orzrative Society, Liurrep, Ebbesbourne Wake, 
Salisbury. July 8 


Pave or Hurrox Hewny Lopes or rxe Unrrep Orper or Faex Gaspeners Faiexpuy 
Socrery, Mrs Ann Innes Hutton Henry, July 1 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 7. 
"~~ ALBERT, Radkord, Lancaster, 
Hicarneox, Tuomas Epwarp, : ter, Ba: 
Higginson, Stirling, J.’ Lea, Old pe om = chmbrs 
London Gazette.—Faipay, July 10. 


Expagiper, THomas, Crescent Burton crescent, retired Builder. Aug 3. Eldridge 
v Eldridge, Kekewich, J. Bdmonds & Go, Gt Winchester st 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, July 14. 
Hunt, Georce Epwarp, Cheshunt, Herts, Timber Merchant. Aug. 6. Hunt v Hunt, 


Aug 10. Windover ¥ 
yswater, Stock Broker. July 6. Muller v 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Maxcuester Orper or Druips Faienpiy Society, Roebuck Hotel, Lower Byrom st, Man- 
chester. July 1 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, July 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apaus, C F, Tavistock ma, Covent Garden High Court 
se zene = Delmon Md Chepstow, Mon N rt, 
|AMUEL, Pwimeyric, nr Chepstow, Mon Newpo 
Pet Julyé Ord July 6 
Bip & Netsox, Bristol, Fishmongers Bristol Pet June 
ite Senne’ Centon, Financial Agént High Court 
OSEPH nan gh Co 
Pet June 20° Ord July 7 
Gazen, Ricnarb, char Plasterer Gt Yarmouth Pet | 
G duly ¢ ge Ay Worthing, ‘China Dealer Brighton | 
REENFIELD, Estuer, Wo er Bri 
Pet June 25 Ord July 7 


Haxcr, Tuzovore, Swansea, Smelter Swansea Pet July 
8 Ord July 8 


Hasmwoxn, Geoncz Brow owe, 4 nae Seueee, Seen See | 
uonD, Treforest, G ate Manufacturer Ponty- 
pridd Pet July 6 Mond aby 

Hayaiys, Farpgricx, Kensington, Decorator High Court 

July6 Ord Jul: 
THERLY, EpwarD and Hewyry Com, Bristol, 
uilders Bristol Pet July8 Ord July 8 
Hosearp, Faane, Chertsey, Cabinet Turner Kingston, 
Pet July 8 "July 8 
oe Fa eae Shadwell, Oilman High Court 


ACKSON, Tobacconist Leeds Pet July 6 

- Kensington High Court Pet June1l Ord 

Tamme, L, Earl’s Court High Court Pet May 30 Ord 

Lyoys, Henny, East M. Cardif, Furniture Dealer Car- 
diff Pet July6 Ord July 

Muse Geonox, Cheha, Hop Factor High Court 

Manors “y aE Leeks, Potato Merchant Leeds Pet 


Julys Ord Jul 
ae, | Witias Seay Sunderland, Bootmaker 


erland Pet July1 Ord Ju 
Epwanp, Denbigh, Farmer Wrexham 


Pet July4 Ord Ju y cn Dae 
Pansnzan, Joann, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet July 7 


Prance, James, Puddleto 
Pet June 24 Ord Taye Dorset, Butcher Dorchester 


ILLIAM, 


Lawrence, 
J 











, Cotton Manufacturer 


et July 8 ond Salt 8 

Pops, Cnanues, Cam dori Publican, Cambridge Pet 

July8 Ord July r 

Rakz, les Athletic Outfitter Durham Pet 
June 23 Ord J 


Picxies, Tuomas, Colne 


une 
RanGg.ey, Wiceien eee, Chesterfield, Derby, Colliery 
Proprietor Chesterfield 


Pet July 7 Ord J y 7 
noo oe = Frepericx, Cardiff Cardiff Pet July7 


Russet, EY Town, Wood Turner High 
| Court Pet July7 Ord July 7 


Sayperson, Euity Wentworth, and Tom Scarre Tayor, 
uth Dealers Ni Pet 


elds, le on 
unelé Ord July 6 
| Gabeaee {tomann, Not Roving ham, Lace Manufacturer Not- 


een 
| Sreemeneor, HP Both hort, ok Stootbeoker Liverpool Pet 
e24 Ord Jul 
PE. sy JouN, on nl Fishmonger Stockton on 
| Pet July4 Ord July 4 
Verritt, Ricwarp, Fishmonger Stockton on 
Tees Pet July4 Ord July 4 
| Waren, Epwarp RenJamiy tests, : aaa Pro 
Maker Leeds Pet July7 Ord wr 
| Warrinecros, Hewry, therham, Con- 
fectioner Sheffti 


Sekeenah, 
eld Pet July 6 orate July 6 
Witcox, Witt1am, Wolverham Watchmaker Wol- 


pton, 
verhampton Pet July7 Ord July 7 
Warieut, vrlhg ss 4 Blacksmith 
July8 Ord July 8 


Amended notice substituted for that yee in the 
London Gazette of June 





Bradford Pet 


Boxset, Ro Revere =) Gants, Fruit ok Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 15, Ord Jun 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 30: 


Symons, Hosert James, Walsall, Hay Dealer Walsall 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
a k | Goonee, ipod, . Herefords, Farmer July 21 at 
Banas, Jour “cipeck, Herefords, Farmer July 21 at 10 
Barret, WILuiaM, Berefords, Grocer July 2iat 
10 @, Offa st, ‘dented 








Stirling, J. 
a a? p eee, Auctioneer. Sept.1. Garden v Read, North, J. Cope- 


Boyp, Taoxas, Durham, Ironmonger July 20 at5 Three 

Bo me Hotel Balham, Surrey, phate Traveller 

wD, THom. 

July 17 at 11 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Cranivce, James Hixrox, Wilton, Wilts, Grocer July 17 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 


Corgan, Tuomas Revsey, Hereford, Hotel Keeper 
July 21 at 2.30 Society East st, Hereford 


Duckxworts, Taowan Lact July 20 at 3 Off Rec, 
Kw 


Duss, Wriura ee Solicitor July 18 at 
-30 Re House lane, Hull 
Eva Joun Tsomas Dawret, Rhyl, Flints, Auctioneer 
July 17 at 3 Eastgate Chester 


Hauuwet, James, Saddleworth, Y¥: i 
uly 2 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, st, Oldham 
ee, oe yen Newark * 
Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Hows, py = Dvuo.ey, Craven 


18 at 2.30 '2, Offa st, 
wren a rtutaM, Lianelly, Hotel Proprietor 
July 18 at 11.30 Wen Guetta Omen 
J Frank Wixwoop, Ludlow, Tailor July 20 
ones, F NK . D, » Salop, y 


ae Lianbradach, or me 

Lotrivaa, cry oak ec 2.30 Bankruptcy 
Wilts, Farmer July 20 

Tweet Of Off Reo, 48, st, Swindon 7 
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Mass, Jawes, Kew Grins, , Builder July 20 at 11.30 


24, Railway ian > 
Mataews, Hawar, Bt John’s Bookseller July 20 at 
Menrepirs, es hag MITH, ming, Surrey, China 
———- July 17 at 12.30 24, Railway app, Lon- 
Mupetey, m1i1aM, Meltham, nr Huddersfield, Stock- 
broker i7atill Off Ree, 19, John William st, 


Picxgts, Witu1am, Bradford, Yorks, Painter July 20 at11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Pagscorr, Wiiu1am Jony, Hull July 18at 
ll Of House Hi 

Paice, THomas James, Hay, Brecon, Grocer July 21 at 10 
2, Offa st, Hereford 


Racs, Hewry, Durham July 20 at 4.30 Three Tuns 
Ryves, Louisa Aynz, i July 17 at 2.30 Bank- 


on Davin, Lower ton Pn cney Proprietor July 20 


o Builder, 
Seacxman, Jesse, ~ ler July 24at9.30 Off 
Castle st, Canterbury 
Srarr, Paaxces, Stoke Newington July 20 at 2.30 Bank- 
Sraaa, = sme bag Andover July17at1.15 The 
Star . Andover 
Tasor, Jos1au, Lower Caversham, Carman July 17 at 12 
Office, Oxford 
Turner, Samvet CHaRwzs, aoe, Suffolk, Wine Mer- 


chant July 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Wanrenamu, Assaton, Carpenter July 18 at 
12.30 Off Rec’s Offices, 
Wearsezettt, Joszrn, Stockton on Tees, Jeweller July 
Wat3 Of Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Watenr, Mary, ey North, Salop, Shepheeper July 
2at10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avams, Sauvet, Pwimeyric, nr stew, Mon Newport, 
Mon Pet July 6 A. July wea 
<4 


wes, ALpERT, East __ Hants, Dealer Portsmouth 

Pet May 19 ’ Ord July 
Ganzricx, THomas - en ty jun, and Apert Warp Sura, 
Auctioneers Sunderland Pet June5 Ord 


a Lowestoft, Plasterer Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Ouse Ord July 6 

Guzzs, Watrer Mazyos, pean on Thames Edmonton 
Pet June9 Ord July 6 

GrRezxwoop, S—- Brighton, Commercial Traveller 


Brighton July 3 Ord Jul 
Hazez, Tuzoporr, Britonferry. Glam, Smelter Swansea 
en a ee Decora’ Hi 
BEDERICK, tor High Court 
Pa dulpe Ord July 6 eh 
Haze, Joszrn, Eastbourne, Horsedealer Eastbourne 
Pet June 17 > July : . 
’ ymarket High Court Pet May 7 
Ord July 8 _ v 


Hvzsr, fn JosEPuH, Mabed, Oilman High Court 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 


Jacxsox, Witi1au, Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds Pet July 
Ord July 6 








6 
Kusce, Wit , Oxfords, Solicitor Oxford 
Pet May? Ord Jul ie 
Lyoxs, ‘ Cardiff, Furniture Dealer 
Cardiff Pet July 6 Ord - a duly 6 
G Kent, Hop Factor High 
Court Pet July7 Ord July7 
Je " Potato Merchant Leeds Pet 
daly $ Ord July 


th, Civil Engineer 


Nutcusovr, Davin, Ware, Hares, Builder Hertford Pet 
June 2 Ord July 4 
Paes pee, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet July 7 


Putuuirs, eam, Swansea, Auctioneer Swansea Pet 
Jan2i Ord July 8 

Picetes, Taoxas, Colne, Lanes, 
Burnley Pet July$ Ord July s 


Porz, Cuaztes, Cambridge, Publican Cambridge Pet 
duly Ord July 8 4 

Bapr Wi.ax, Sousdweil, Glos, Bricklayer Bristol 
Pet June) Ord July 


Rasoster, Witttsax Heyex, Chesterfield, Derbys, Colliery 
Proprietor Chesterfield Ord July7 Ord July 7 
Grones Avo.rnus, Brighton, Furrier 
Brighton Pet June 18 Ord July 6 
Rossert, Writaxn Wiis0x, Camden Town, Wood Turner 
HighCourt PetJaly7 Ord July 6 
Savace, Ricnaro, vattng Lace Manufacturer 
t July 6 


ham, 
Pet Ord July 6 
Bcort, Gronor, Bolto Lancs, Theatrical Bolton 
Pet Jame 14 Ord 
High 


aly 6 
Miller 


Manager 


Surrn, Davin, Lower Cia rd, Clab Proprietor 
Court Pet Janei7 Ori July 6 

Sasra, Taonass Lavoronn, Sepgetent, Reading, 
Reading Pet May zi Ori Jaly3 

Gross, Kovger Janes, Walsall, Staffs, Cycle 
Maker W Walesll PeJune® Ord Jane 27 

Trwere, Janzen Eowsnn, Ciadertord, Gion, Cattle Dealer 
Gioaeetter Pet Jemei2 Ord July & 

Beerhase Keeper 


Tousen, Jocnrn, ater, Hornerset, 
. Bridgwater Pet daneis Ord Jaly 6 
Vangas, Jos Jons, } iabeanon ges 


L 
Pes Jay + Ont July 4 
Vewernc, Ricnsno a, Viahtarmges 
Tem Pasay s Ord July 1 
Waters, Kowsnn Bessants, Lowds, Theatrical Property 


Wheel 


Stockton = on 


Mtoekion «nm 


Pat July 7 Od deig7 
Waaenan, Ansston, Besos, Carpenter Poole Pot 
dome Ord Joly 6 


Cotton Manufacturer | 


Wanrereton, Henry, Masborough, a Deietiem, Con- 
fectioner Sheffield Pet July 6 ‘Ord July 
Witcex, Witiiam, Wolv eed ely 7 Wai A+ Wol- 
7 


verhampton Pet Jul: 
ord, Yorks, Blacksmith Bradford 


Waricut, Witu1ay, B: 
Pet July 8 Ord oa," 
Zusmayx, ZusmMan, we = | alae Wolver- 
hampton Pet June25 Ord July 6 
London Gasetie.—Turspay, July 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arxmay, Aurrep, Kingston w gor Surgeon Kingston 


upon Hull Pet July 7 
noe = saenes om, jar, ‘akenham, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer 
uly 10 Ord July 10 
me. «FH Frampton, Ki y, Licensed 
ictualler nm, Surrey -~ 8 Ord July8 
Berry, James, Ney! Pembroke, Butcher Pembroke 
Dock Pet July a, ‘Ord Jul 
Buissetr, Arraur, Portsea, a. Teacher of Music 
Portsmosth Pet JulyS Ord J uly 8 
Burts, Ausert Norton Buss, Lyne, Norfolk, Dealer 
Norwich Pet June13 Ord July 1 
Barrroy, Arruur, Morley, Yorks Seaben Pet July 11 
Ord July 11 


Brows, Witii1am, Gravesend, Kent Rochester Pet July 10 
Ord July 10 


Carrer, Toomas, Waltham Abbey, to Market Gardener 
Edmonton Pet July8 Ord July 
Corvix, Tuomas Watker, Upper ‘Par rd, Haverstock 
urgeon h Court Pet J 4 10 ‘Ord J aly 10 
Cotemax, Rosert, Lowestoft; Gt Yarmouth Pet July 9 


Ord July 9 
Crort, Epuoyp Jous, Bournemouth Poole Pet July 9 
Ord July 9 


Davies, Tuomas Jervis, Pontypridd, pate Merchant 
Pontypridd Pet July 11 July 11 

Dittey, James, Brighouse, Yorks, Cooper Halifax Pet 
June 27 July 11 

Durant, L_L J, New Cross rd, Brick Merchant High 

Court Pet June18 Ord July 10 

Durroys, Witit1aAM Henry, Welsh Hampton, Salop, Farmer 
Wrexham Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Ewscuisu, Heney, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Not- 
tingham Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Fixcn, Arntuur, Streatham, Surrey Wandsworth Pet 
Junei6é Ord July 9 

——— aaa Lichfield, Printer Walsall Pet July s 


July 

Hascock, , + peas, Boot Repairer Sheffield Pet 
July 9 Ord July 

Hewes, Tuomas — Speen, Herts, Joiner 
Luton Pet July 10 — July 10 

Hopeson, Joux, Ki pou Huil, Goateaper Kings- 
ton upon Hull et July 9 Ord July 

Lezacu, Epwarp, Le ah Lancs, General tis Burnley 
Pet July 9 Ord Jul 

Lez, Cartes WILLIAM, | ate, Optician Ports- 
mouth Pet Jaye Ord July 

Lez, Dansiet Jous, Westleton, "Suffolk, Grocer Gt Yar- 
mouth PetJuly7 Ord July 9 

Lezcs, Wii.1am, Salop, Farmer Leominster Pet July 3 

Ord July 11 


Locke, Wiii1am Minto, "The Mon, Agent Newport, 
Mon Pet July9 Ord July : 


Martruews, Atrrep James, Teteeer, Commercial Tra- 
veller Croydon PetJuly8 Ord Julys 

Meacen, Feeneric« ee =e I of W, Tailor 
Newport PetJuly6 Ord J 

Merrick, Rosert James, Chodtas, Somerset, Draper 
Wells Pet July8 Ord July8 

Moore, J W, Keighley, * aoa Dealer Bradford Pet 
June 27 Ord Jul 

Mysors, Recixatp Watw YN, a ay Wire Worker 
Birmingham Pet July 6 Ord July 6 


Norsos, Witi1au, Holloway, Clerk High Court Pet May 
23 Ord July 10 

Oppy, Agraur, Hastii * aaa Frame Maker Hastings 
Pet July 9 Ord Ju 

Outver, Sepriuvs, Tasmeuth, Commercial ee 

| Neweastle on Tyne Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Oxrett, Cuantes, Ki ve, Staffs, Draper’s 
Hanley Pet June 24 Ord July 6 

} Pat a Soe, Grays,Tea Dealer Rochester Pet July 10 

uly 1 

Peer, Witttam, Prestwich, Architect Manchester Pet 
June 29 Ord July 10 

Puce, po ee Hewry, Festa. Shipping Agent Leeds 

—> Ord July 1 

Seah Dox, Hexny James, Brailes House, Warwicks, Esquire 
Banbury Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Stowert, Wittiam, aaa, Baker Birmingham Pet 
July7 Ord Jul 

Surru, Jacon, Middlesborough, Yorks, Pawnbroker 
Stockton on Tees Pet June 29 Ord July 8 

Staxvisn, Axx, Birmingham West eeneteh 
9 Ord July 9 

Sreickiasy, Cuag.ies, Castle st, 
Pet Jaly9 Ord July 

Taturzy, Atraep, Hove, Sussex, Provision Merchant 
Brighton Pet July9 Ord July a) 

TitettT, Faascis, Piccadilly, Wine Merchant High Court 
Pet June 10 Ord July 9 

Wrereemuas, auten Buono, Chapeltown, Sheffield. 
Butcher Barnsley Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Weeo, Koventox B, Hythe, Kent, Lieutenant Canterbury 
vet Jone Ord July 10 

Wuire, Witttam, Maidatone, Kent, General Shop Keeper 
Maidstone Pet Jul ly il Ord July ll 

Witxrssos, Tuouas, Lincoln Lincoln 
duly & 

Wiisiame, Joun, Macnan Yeatiniog, Merioneth, 
Portmadoe Pet Joely? Ord Ju y 7 

Wiisos, Cusacee Honace, and Witrney Pownts Bimor 

a Gatien bill High Court Pet March 12 Ord July 9 





Valuer 


Oxford st High Court 


Pet July 9 


Farmer 


ond Jay 








| 
Pet July | 


Ord | 


' 

' 

—% 

*, Hewnin, Hythe, Kent Canterbury Pet July 11, | Manes “ Rowner J amne, Oheddar, bumerset, 
| Pet 


oe 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Sauvet, Chepstow, Mon July Ss = 12 Off Ree, 


Glow chmbrs, Newport, 

Aspury, Bensamix, Walsall Wood, Stats July 22 ati 
Off Rec, Walsall 

Boyrtt, Arruur, Pontypool, Mon, Grocer July 21 at 12,99 
Off , Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Brunt, Ernest, Southport, Lancs, Painter July 22 at 19 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Buausr, Aubert, Leeds July 22 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 

Evento, Dominic, Marylebone July 21 at 12 Bankruptey 
bldgs, Carey st 

Green, Ricuarp, Lowestoft, Plasterer July 25 at 12 Of 

, Norwich 

GREEN, Watrek Mary ax, Henley on Thames July 21 at3 

Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 


Hankins, Freperick, ee. Decorator July 21 ati 
Bankruptcy bl 


Bu _ WituaM Josern, Shadwell, Oilman July 21 at2.39 


ptcy bldgs, 
Jackson, GEoRGE, ast, 5 Joiner July 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
JACKSON, Witiram, ea ‘obacconist July 22 at 12 Of 
Rec, 22, Park row, 


iam, Parrick, Edinburgh, Bootmaker 
4, Railway app, London Bridge 
gine hye nea Glam July 21 at12 6%, 


High st, Merthyr T 
Mownnery, Watrer, Southwark pin rd, Wholesale 
ruptey buildings, 


=!" July 22 at 11 
July 21 ati1 


July 21 at 11.9% 


PARKIN, a Ilfracombe, Builder 
Royal Clarence Hotel, Ilfracombe 

Pickxuzs, Tuomas, Colne, ‘Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer July 
21 at 3.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


chester 
Reapise, Jouxn, Watford, Herts, Schoolmaster July 22 at 
ff Rec, 95. Temple gabe Temple avnue 
Rexp, STEPHEN, Aberdare, G ont ing Draper July 


22at2 65, High st, Mecten'T yd 
evn NOLDs, WILLIAM, Brereton, Staffs, Traveller Julym 
at11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 
Russert, Wittiam Witsox, Camden Town, Wood 


Turner July 22 at 11 
st 


Bankruptcy _ buildings 
Carey 
“— Erwis, Bayswater July 22 at 2.30 Bank- 
ru; 


tey bI 
Suaw, ye Streethay, nr Lichfield, Grocer July 22at 
10 Off ‘alsall 
SrarrorD, James, Aston juxta Birmin; ~—y Baker July 
22at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingha: 


Symons, Roserr James, — Cycle. Wheel Maker 
July 22 at 10.30 Off Rec, Walsall 


Tuomas, Jouyx, Swansea July 24at 12 Off Ree, 31, Alex 
andra rd, Swansea : 

Wargincron, Henry, Masborough, Yorks, Confectioner 
July 21 at2 Off Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Watts, anaes Heyry Tuomas, Chiswick, Clerk July 
23at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmors, Temple avenue 

Witcox, Wit.i1am, Wolverhampton, Watchmaker July 
23 at11_ Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Wiuras, Joan, Bi u Festiniog, Merioneths, Farmer 
July 23 at1 Market Hall, Biaenau Festiniog 

Waricut, Winuam, Bradford, "Blacksmith J uly 22 at il 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

ZusMan, ZUSMAN, Wolverhampton, Jeweller July 23 a 
11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baxer, Witt1am Martin, Gray’s -_ sq, Solicitor High 
Court Pet March 19 Ord July 

Barrett, GeorGe, jun, Sidenionmn: Norfol, Cattle Dealer 
Norwich Pet July 10 Ord July 1 

Buissert, Artuur, Portsea, Hants, “Teacher of Muse 
Portsmouth Pet July 8 ” Ord July 

Bosrockx, Witi1am, Cheshire, Builder Warrington Pe 
Junell Ord J uly 10 

Brirron, Artuur, Morley, Yorks Dewsbury Pet July 0 
Ord July 11 

Brows, Wituam, Gravesend, Kent Rochester Pet July 
10 Ord July 10 

CoLemay, Renae, Lowestoft Gt Yarmouth Pet July? 
Ord July 

Davixs, Soot Jenvis, Pontypridd, patos Merchant 
ay | ridd Pet Julyi1i Ord July 

Durrox, Witttam Henny, Welsh Se all Salop, Farmer 
Wrexham Pet July 9 Ord Juiy 9 

Excuse, Henry, Nottingham Nottingham Pet July 0 
Ord July 1 0 


| Gaeenrieip, Estuen, Worthing, China Dealer Brightos 
Pet June 25 Ord July 10 

Hancock, Avnet, Sheficld, Boot Repairer Sheffield Pet 
July Ord Jul 


ane Cumbrae, Edmonton, Fas 


Ilanais, Curnins 
Pet June 13 On 


Box Manufacturer High Court 
July 10 

Hovosox, Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Cowkeeper Kings 
upon "Hull ‘Pet uly? Ord July 9 

Leaca, Eowanv, Burnley, Lancs, General Dealer Burnley 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Lee, Cuances Wiitiam, Porstwea, Hants, Optician Port 
mouth Pet July 9 "Ord July 9 


Locks, Wittiam Mivros, Newport, Mon, Agent Newpott 
Mon Pet July 9 RSet 

Lowe, Parusox, Aldershot, Bootmaker Guildford Pe 
Junea?t Ord July 3 

Manon, Wagon Vaavuan «, Sunderland, Bootmilt 
Sunderland Pet June ® Ord July Ww 

Marruewe, Aran “pune wep Commera 
Traveller Croydon Pet Jw Ord July 4 

Mescen, Faxveniwx Beawnanv, Le apest, | of W, Ti 

Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
Draper Wa 


uly Ord Jaly4 
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Ouver, Seetiacs, Tynemouth, Commércial Traveller 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Julyii Ord July 11 

Pixper, Witttam Hewey, Leeds, Shipping Agent Leeds 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Reavrno, Joun, Watford, Herts, Schoolmaster St Albans 
Pet July2 Ord July 7 

SrarrorpD, James, Aston juxta Birmingham, Baker Bir- 
mingham Pet June 25 Ord July 8 

Sracc, Groncz Hayter, Andover, Southampton Salis- 
bury Pet June 25 Ord July 10 

Sraxvisu, Any, Birmingham est Bromwich Pet July 
7 Ord July 9 

SraickLanD, Cuar.es, Oxford st High Court Pet July 9 
Ord July 9 


y 9 

Tatmey, ALFRED, Hove, Provision Merchant Brighton Pet 
July9 Ord July 10 

Westerman, Water Buratn, Barnsley, Butcher Barnsley 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Warre, Witt14M, Maidstone, Kent, Shopkeeper Maidstone 
Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Wagrvon, Tsomas, Lincoln Lincoln Pet July 9 Ord 
July 9 


y 
Wit11ams, Joun, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Farmer 
Portmadoc Pet July7 Ord July7 
Wo.rr, Hexerx, Hythe, Kent Canterbury Pet July 10 
Ord July 11 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Istam, Gzonor Heyry, Conran st, Harpurhey, Manchester, 
Pork Butcher Adjud Jan. 31 Annul July 6 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 21.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Fanmer,& Brivce- 
water, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground-rents, with 
Reversion in 25 years, and Improved Leasehold Ground- 
rents secured upon property in Praed-street, Paddington. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Jerman & Thomas, Exeter (see 
advertisement, last week, p. 644). 


July 21.—Messrs. E. & H. Lumuty, at the Mart, at 2, the 
hold Marine Residence known as “Bitton,” with 
grounds of 17 acres, at Teignmouth, and about 1} acres 
of Freehold Building Land at West Teignmouth, South 
Devon. Solicitors, Reginald W. Templer, ., Teign- 
mouth ; Messis. Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., and Messrs. 
Burchell & Co., London.—The Chilton Estate, a free- 
hold property of about 2,000 acres, with Residence, near 
Chilton Foliat and Hungerford, Wilts. 
Messrs, Broughton, Nocton, & Broughton, London.—The 
Cantley Manor Estate, freehold, of about 1,176 acres, 
close to Cantley Station, and 10 miles from Norwich. 
Solicitor, J. Wilson Gilbert, Esq., Norwich. — Also 
the Winterbourne Monkton Estate, a compact freehold 
of about 1,700 acres, and comprising 40 houses and 
cottages, on the road from Swindon to Devizes, and 6} 
miles from Marlborough, Wilts. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Broughton, Nocton, and Broughton, London (see ad- 
vertisements, July 11, p. 3). 


July 21.—Messrs. Osporn & Mercer, at the Mart, at 2, 
Bradfield Hall, with historical associations, freehold, 
about 520 acres, five miles from Bury 8t. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Roweliffes, Rawle, 
don.— The Freehold Residential Property known as 
Harrow Lodge, near Hinton Admiral, Holmsley, Christ- 
church and Bouraemouth. Solicitors, Messrs. Fulton & 
Pye Smith, Salisbury.—Also the Freehold Residential 

y known as ‘‘ Greenhill,” of about 40 acres, near 
Newton Abbot, Teignmouth, Dawlish, and Torquay, 
South Devon. Solicitors, Messrs. Baker, Watts, Alsop, 
and Woollcombe, Newton Abbot (see advertisements, 
May 30, p. 5) 

July 21.—Messrs. Driver & Co., at the Mart, at 2, Free- 
hold Residence, known as Caterham Manor and Park, of 
4% acres, near Watlingham, Upper Warlinghim, and 
Whyteleafe, and 30 minutes by rail from London; also 
several Building Sites in Portley Wood, on the slopes of 
Caterham Manor Estate. Solicitors, Messrs. Trower, 
Sesting, & Parkin, London (see advertisements, July 4, 
Pp 4), 


July 21.—Messrs. Wartox & Lez, at the Mart, at 2, the 
Sporting and Residential Property known as Sandli 
Park Estate, embracing an area of 2,790 acres, wi 
mansion, and an estimated rental value of about £4,000 
Per annum, near Hythe, Folkestone, and Ashford, Kent ; 
also the Residential Manorial and Sporting, Estate of 

it 1,785 acres, on the borders of sand Bucks, near 

ton Buzzard and Bletchley. Solicitors, Messrs. 

Sy eee & Co., London (see advertisements, 
y 30, p. 9). 


July 22.—Messrs. Eowiw Fox & Bovsrreup, at the Mart, at 
zie Freehold Estate of 32 acres, with substantial resi- 
own as Tottenham Park; and also Six Lease- 
near the above at Tottenham. Solicitor, 
W, L, Jones, Esq., Spital-square, E, (see advertisement, 
July 4, p. 8). 
July 23.—Messrs. Fangororurn, Extis, Crank, & Co., at 
Mart, at 2, the Freehold Residential, Manorial, and 
Domain of 4,000 acres, together with the ancient 
n Hall, knownasthe Candover Ha!] Estate, with 
&rent-roll of about £5,500 and tithes of £425 per annum, 
. Solicitors, Messrs. Salt & Sons, Shrewsbury.—Free- 
hold and Leasehold Investments in Business Premises in 
S&. Bride’s-avenue, Fleet-stroct, Whitefriars-street 
gato-street, Bartholomew-cluse, Middio-street, 

Newbury street, pag London, with a total rental of 
. overs, Paings, Blyth, & Huxtable 

mea aclet''s-place, B.C, 
Bhop D'roperty and Private 
Bear Windsor, with a rental of 


Edmunds. 
& Co., Lon- 





Investments in Hotel 
#o., at 

15. Bolicitors, Mesure. 

» WC. (see advertioe- 


Solicitors, ° 


Tewson, Farmer, & 


with a gross 
treet and 


Fire Pol for £3,000. Solicitors, Bo: 
Bischoff, Co., Great E.C. (see 
advertisement, July 4, p. 4). 

July ey go — & Sox, at the Mest, ot 
Leaseh round Rents secured w property in 
Kent-road. Solicitors, Messrs. Webster & Hogue, 


Bloomsbury (see advertisement, July 11, p. 644). 


July 24.—Messrs. Fanesroruer, Evin, Crank, & Co., at 
Mart, Freehold Residential Flats known as 
Chambers, and the Mall, 


in 
Kensi with a rental of £1,000. Solicitors, Messrs. 


oor, Co., Westminster (see advertisement, July 
4, p. 3). 


E 








All letters intended for publication im the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced tn procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


for 

















BIRMINGHAM CORPORATION 
«STOCK. 


inte ens 52 tee. yet ee ee 
SS eee on ist 


ISSUE OF £500,000 £2 10s. PER 
CENT. STOCK. 


Sanctioned by the Town Council, and authorized by 
Acts 43 § 44 Viet. c. 178; 44 ¢ 45 Viet. c. 
68 ; and 45 § 46 Vict. c. 61. 


MINIMUM PRICE OF ISSUE £102 PER 
CENT. 











Tae First Divivenp, perso Stx Mowras’ Ivreresr, 
WILL Be Payasus ist January, 1997. 


Trustees arc authorized by the Trustee Act, 1893, to 
invest in this Stock, unless expressly forbidden by 
the instrument creating the Trust. 


The Governor and Company of the Bayx of Exetaxp 


fica of Birmingham, e provisions of the Act 
LRA TG FS of resolutions of the 
‘own re- 
ceive on Tuesday, the 2ist July. took, tenhens for £500,000 
of Stork, interest at 
£2 10s. centum per um, payable half-yearly at the 
Ban or any of its Country a 
Th will be See ee oe it 
day of July, 1926, at the option of the 
one 's notice been given by advertise- 
ment, should the same nut have cancelled 
by purchase in the open market under the of the 
on i by the Stock ‘ 

The issue of Stock is to be in paying off 
Loans ul 








OFFICES 
BANKS 
BOARD 





turers on a 
large scale are able 
to carry out all 


tock Certificates to bearer, very with 
upons attached, at the same rate of charge as in the caw 
of Government Stock. 





ROOMS 
FIRST 
CLASS 
FURNITURE 


Tottenham Oourt-road, London, W. 


poscucs OF GREAT YARMOUTH. 


TOWN CLERKSHIP. 
erty and Ch are invited for the A; tment of Town 


such orders in the 
most expeditious 
manner, as well as 
at the smallest cost 
consistent wi! 
good materials 
workmanshi| 














e 








é 

















Cl and Clerk to the Urban tary Authority and 

“Ti aoa har, ualified Solicitors, of 
m 

und all the duties of the -L.- bh X, 

as well as i t Conveyancing in connection with 


i 


The 
and provide offices, with 


defray all expenses. 
been fixed at £600 per annum, and all 
foes and other emoluments are to be paid into the Borough 


‘The Town Clerk will be to devote his time exclu- 
sivalp 0 bie cha] duties tal eal be debarred from all 
private practice, 


and pay two Assistant 
stationery, and light, 











and in case of allotment 
Balance of the depot Wil be pied towards the St 
The dates at which the further on account of 
the Loan will be required are as = 











ill 
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INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 


LAW COURTS BRANCH: 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
SUM INSURED in 1895, £390,776,000. 


C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS. 


The £5 5s. 
LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD BE USED BY ALL SOLICITORS, 
ACCOUNTANTS, &c. 
It is the most convenient and durable yet offered to the 
Profession. 


pone of four superior japanned Deed Boxes, with fall- 
down fronts, and four ——ae in each. Secured by 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Loc Size, 20in. by 13in. by 14in. 













5* Waist cictoteorvact tore eas - 





A/ountea on an elegant Iron Stand, with Brass Ridings, 

N.B.—A Second-hand Triple Nest, consisting of twelve 
ene age h arany nt patent locks, and Ags 
keys, £13; carriage paid in Eng’ Also the “ y 
dead box, ‘i6in. by 12in. by 10in., at 10s. 6d. nett cash. 


Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address.) 











8. FISHER, 188, Strand. 


on DEPOSITS eed on } oh 
TWO per CENT. on 


post free. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


rinted in the 
distributon SHARE OR 
SEALS designed and executed. No 


. 0 
Wonderful A Additions. Book 
from 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &«. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp Sriversmrrus, 17 awn 18, Prccapmity, W., and at 1 ann 2, 


GRACECHURCH-STREET, Cornutt1, Lonpon, E.C., 


— the above for the Lzcan PROFESSION ‘or PuRcHASE the same for cash if desired. 


y "to announce that they ACCURATELY 
Estab- 


Under the vatronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





ADVANCES = MORTGAGE gr FIVE PER 
CENT. INTEREST 
a I ossmee frat BUILDING SOCIETY 
to make Advances on approved FREE- 

HOLD ne LEASEHOLD HOUSES and SHOPS, also 
on LICENSED HOUSES, repayable in one sum or by 
any instalments, without. notice. — Apply to Fraycis 
Ravensorort, Manager, Birkbeck Pest, Southampton- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1861. 


BIRKBECK BANK 


fain ton-buil lane, Lo’ ‘= 
— 74 jg e, Lon * 


ACCOUNTS, on the 


per 
minimum month] Selansen, when not drawn below £100. 
purchased d. 


STOCKS and 8. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
For the encouragement of Thrift the 


and sol 





Bank receives small 
sums on —_ and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £ 


BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW As. PURCHASE A HOUSE 
TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK "FREER CD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MOXTH. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
FRANCIS RAVENSCRO FT, Manager. 





BY AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notices. 





=" BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


form for ion and 
CATES, , DEBENTURES, 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved and printed. 

e for Sietebee 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO,, 


Stationers, Printers. ers, Registration Agents, 


‘ters, Engravers 
49, FLEET- STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 


of Serjeante’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Ohemists and Grocers. 








BRAND & CO., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS 
VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. P 


_ TURSAU D’S EXHIBITION. — 
a ummer 

ook ret fc abet ati. 
Holland, fe, Rich] ee | 
onthe $ teemen, Superb 
Costumes, Promenade. tful 
music all day, hat tande ien solos, &c. Special ref: t 


eon ments. Popular prices. Every convenience and | 

M44ME it USSAUD'S EXHIBITION, 
aker 

Foun. THE LIBERATOR 10K FAILURE tek eee 

pL. inten eons MADAME 

TUSSAUD’S andor 3, 64, ia 





and 07 
King of Spain, Queen of 
Drawing-room Tableau. 





RIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE 
CRUISES by the Steamship ‘‘ GARONNE,” 3,876 
tons register, leaving London as under :— 
For NORWAY mo, a (for Solar Eclipse), 
SPITZBERGEN, 
amy Juty, for 27 days 
At the most northerly point of this bad the Sun will be 
above the horizon at Midnight. 
For COPENHAGEN, STOCKHOLM, 8T. + agate RG, 
KIEL, the BALTIC CANAL 
25th Avaust, for 28 days. 

String band, electrie light, high-class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 
Head Offices : Fenchurch-avenue. 

For passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
aae~- E. C: po 4 hog West-end Branch Office, 16, Cock- 
spur-street, London 8.W. 


EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE At, MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
‘ Portiny Bench, peak aumnaniee of London, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Olerks, and Clerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 


R. WELSH BRANTHWAIT 
Medical Toe kenteil 








INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle Classes sufferin —. the above. Highly 
successful results. SON MB, FCy. Sir BENJAMIN 
WARD RICHARDSON, C.P. Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr Jat. T. CLARKE cester.—For terms, &., 
apply, Mrs. TuzoBaLp, Pepa Tower House, Leicester. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 

ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 

For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 
2} to 4 Guineas. 





Terms, 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE, 


| ALEXANDER & SHEPHEAERD, 
| PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


| NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 
| And all General and Commercial Work 


Every description of Printing—large or small. 











Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI, Newspape 


Authors advised with as to Peinting and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 


{ Contracts entered into. 
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